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This dissertation explores the distinctive intellectual history of South Asian
multilingualism. Specifically, it focuses on the South India based Srivaisnava religious
community (c. tenth century CE onward) as a paradigmatic case. It analyzes the Sanskrit and
Manipravalam, a mixture of Tamil and Sanskrit, production of theological treatises on the
doctrine of self-surrender—a defining feature of the Srivaisnavas—to reveal the dynamic
interplay between the development of self-surrender and linguistic changes.

Expanding on existing studies of Srivaisnavas and self-surrender, this work
demonstrates that different languages need to be considered in understanding the medieval
Srivaisnavas’ doctrine of self-surrender. | argue that the Srivaisnavas’ linguistic multiplicity
provides not only conditioning factors for the doctrinal development but also the possibility to
harmonize any theological tensions. The chapters in this dissertation collectively offer insights
into how precisely religious authors from the twelfth to the fourteenth century theorized self-
surrender in Sanskrit and Manipravalam through specific historical conjunctures between this
doctrinal development and linguistic movements: formation, systematization, heterogeneity,
distillation, and harmonization.

Based on the case study, this dissertation also challenges Pollock’s (2006) binary
paradigm between Sanskrit and the vernaculars, showing that it cannot do justice to the highly

diverse and fluid multilingual domain of premodern India. To better capture the complexity of



South Asian multilingualism, it offers a new framework for understanding language as not only
a linguistic medium but the sphere of related representations—of norms and modes of
expression that are constantly negotiated and expanded by the agent—specific to social and

intellectual circumstances.
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INTRODUCTION

How can we conceive of multilingualism in a premodern South Asian context in which
languages were not bound to nations, and one culture or community often used more than one
language? The areas that today are labelled Europe and North America have been the focus of
multilingualism studies. In contrast, the history of premodern South Asian multilingualism
remains open to investigation. Given that South Asian religious communities are one of the
main sites of multilingual textual production—written and oral—and religious agents have
heavily and dynamically engaged with languages to serve religious purposes and to claim their
identities, the religious domain deserves as much attention as the literary and political domains
that recent South Asian scholars have investigated. How did religious agents cross language
boundaries; how did they make linguistic choices under a specific historical situation,
intellectual tension, or social condition; and how did their choices define and redefine religious
ideas? What can their multilingual texts tell us about the impact of multilingualism on their
self-understanding in premodern South Asia?

This dissertation “Voices of Self-surrender: Religious Multilingualism in Medieval
South India” will answer these questions and explore the intellectual history of South Asian
multilingualism during the medieval period, which is critical to linguistic transformation and
institutional formation. It particularly engages with two domains, religion and multilingualism.
To understand religion, it adopts Gavin Flood’s (1996) definition of religion as a set of people’s
beliefs and practices that are related to “the sacred” or “a quality of mysterious power which is

believed to dwell within certain objects, persons and places and which is opposed to chaos and

L For example, Ollett, Language of the Snakes, and Pollock, The Language of the God in the World of Men.



death.”? It also agrees with Flood’s understanding that religion exists only within particular
cultures and societies.® Importantly, it acknowledges that what “religion” means in the context
of this research is comparative and may not be similar to self-identification of the agents
investigated here.*

Participating in the scholarship on South Asian multilingualism, my dissertation first
criticizes the most groundbreaking among the studies, Sheldon Pollock’s Language of Gods in
the World of Men: Sanskrit, Culture, and Power in Premodern India (2006). In this book,
Pollock proposes the hierarchical paradigm between “Sanskrit cosmopolis,” the literary and
political monopoly, and the vernaculars. Based on the paradigm, the vernaculars were
subordinate and had to model on Sanskrit in order to eventually replace it in both polity and
poetry in the second millennium. Many scholars have proved that this binary opposition
between Sanskrit and vernaculars insufficiently captures the linguistic complexity and
interactions in India and beyond (e.g., Hopkins 2002, Shulman 2007 and 2016, McCrea 2013,
Francis 2013 and 2021, and Birkenholtz 2018). To specify, the fixation on Sanskrit does not do
justice to the highly multilingual terrain of premodern India particularly as it ignores other
essential and ancient vernaculars such as Tamil in the South. Furthermore, Pollock’s argument
downplays the connection between linguistic changes and religious communities, exemplified
by scholars such as Monius (2001) as central to the Tamil-speaking landscape.® Despite its
flaws, Pollock’s theory challenges current scholarship to respond and broaden the scope of

South Asian multilingualism studies.

2 Flood, An Introduction to Hinduism, 9.

% lbid., 8-10.

4 For the comparative nature of the term “religion,” see Freiberger, Considering Comparison.
5 See my article, “Translation in a Multilingual Context.”



Recent scholarship on South Asian multilingualism has branched into two directions,
one that presents an immense history with one language as the protagonist, such as Ollett’s
Language of the Snakes (2017), and one that offers macrolevel narratives of multilingualism
over a myriad of materials across geographical and temporal domains.® However, these studies
fail to capture the subtlety, fluidity, and real impact of multilingualism, which can be revealed
only when we look at the linguistic usage, the continuity and discontinuity, within a single
community.

As a paradigmatic example, | chart the dynamic interplay between the intellectual ideas
and linguistic changes in the South Indian-based Srivaisnava religious community. The
community, which is currently still active and known among the Srivaisnava scholars as “the
Srivaisnava tradition,” was formed circa the tenth century CE in the area known today as
Tamilnadu, South India.” Remarkable characteristics of the community are the so-called
equality of Tamil and Sanskrit scriptures and the use of Sanskrit, Tamil, and Manipravalam, the
hybrid language that combines Tamil and Sanskrit, in compositions. More specifically, | focus
on the multilingual production of the theological and philosophical treatises from the twelfth to
the fourteenth century, when we see the attention given to the doctrinal development of self-
surrender, a defining feature of the Srivaisnavas’ theology and practices. Generally speaking,
the doctrine emphasizes the hierarchical relationship between God and the devotees who are
subordinate to God due to the soul’s essential nature. Devotees can only resort to God as the
sole refuge, surrendering their total agency and devotion to Him, in order to be liberated from

transmigration of sufferings. Self-surrender was elaborately addressed in the three languages of

® The most recent one among them is Linguistic and Textual Aspects of Multilingualism in South India and Sri
Lanka (2021).
" All dates mentioned in this work belong to the common era (CE) unless indicated otherwise.



Sanskrit, Tamil, and Manipravalam. “Voices of Self-surrender” shows the intertwined histories
between self-surrender and linguistic changes within the Srivaisnava community. It argues that
the Srivaisnavas’ linguistic multiplicity provides not only conditioning factors for the doctrinal
development but also the possibility to harmonize any theological tensions. Therefore, different
languages need to be considered in understanding the medieval Srivaisnavas’ doctrine of self-
surrender. It should be noted that I differentiate between “community” and “tradition” in this
work: while the term “community” refers to a body of diverse people who share certain beliefs,
the term “tradition” denotes a more tightly bound and inclusive community of people with the
emphasis on a doctrine such as self-surrender that they develop and follow.

This work further proposes three meta-insights into religious multilingualism in
premodern South Asia. First, it affirms that how to conceptualize South Asian intellectual
culture should include an awareness of more than one language. Although languages provide
certain frames for the author, their boundaries are not impermeable, and the author has agency
in choosing to work in one linguistic domain, or the other, or across. Second, it reveals that
Pollock’s dichotomous model of “Sanskrit cosmopolis” and the vernaculars is insufficient for
analyzing the cultural contexts in which more than two languages are at stake, and that Sanskrit,
while dominant in particular intellectual and social domains, is not hegemonic in relation to the
vernaculars. Specifically, in a religious domain like the Srivaisnava community where
vernaculars grappled with what Vedic orthodoxy, which accepts and relies on the scriptural
authority of the Sanskrit Vedas, implied from the early period, linguistic interaction between
Sanskrit and the vernaculars must be seen differently. Sanskrit could not operate in a closed
environment without much contact with the vernaculars, unlike in the political and literary

domains that Pollock’s model implicitly assumes. Finally, this dissertation offers a new



framework to account for the multiplicity of languages and the flexibility of their interactions
in South Asian religious contexts. Through this framework, we can view language not only as
a linguistic medium but also as the sphere of related representations of norms and modes of
expression that are constantly negotiated and expanded by the agent. Importantly, these
linguistic spheres are specific to historical circumstances.

In addition, this dissertation seeks to contribute to other fields of study, including, the
intellectual history of South Asia, the religious studies of theism, and Srivaisnava scholarship.
It draws South Asian intellectual historians’ attention to “human-scale studies” or micro-
perspective investigation of agents and their intellectual projects and dialogical and polemical
relationships between texts. For the field of religious studies, it highlights that religious ideas
are constructed by working out the tensions between languages that impact agents’ choices that
entail multilinguality. With attention to subtle and transformative choices made by religious
agents in the Srivaisnava community, this research affirms John Nemec’s argument that
“change is not inimical to religion, even if particular religious agents are not infrequently
inimical to change.”® My dissertation further suggests that we cannot subsume authors and their

transformative and complex voices under an umbrella of a “coherent” tradition.®

The Intellectual History of Srivaisnavas® Multilingualism and Self-surrender
This section explains some of methodological and conceptual practices that this dissertation
engages strongly with and is indebted to: South Asian intellectual history, the Srivaisnava

multilingual textual corpus of self-surrender, and language and multilingualism.

8 Nemec, “Innovation and Social Change,” 284.
9 See the following section on South Asian intellectual history.



South Asian Intellectual History
The primary methodology of this dissertation is the history of ideas or intellectual history,
following Quentin Skinner’s approach. Skinner views texts as representing “both the intention
to be understood, and the intention that this intention should be understood”1? and thus should
be accompanied with contexts specific to those texts to avoid the superimposition of
anachronistic ideas and an assumption of textual consistency.! However, Skinner’s supposition
of the interactions and dependency between texts, an author’s intentions, and contexts is not
always applicable to the space that embodies variety and heterogeneities such as medieval
South India.

Instead of reading texts to recover the author’s intentions, I find the way of reading
South Asian texts developed by Ronald Inden, Jonathan Walters, and Daud Ali in Querying the
Medieval (2000) useful, especially when exploring several texts together.’? Based on their
work, | understand texts as interdiscursive, dialogical, and polemical in the relations that agents
have with themselves or others. Agents compose texts—uwritten, oral, and in other forms—to
make arguments either directly or indirectly that are specific to a situation and responsive to
prior and circulating debates, and ““a particular text is itself one momentary effect or result of
the textual practices in which agents engage.”*® Looking at a text in this situational and
dialogical manner allows us to effectively examine texts without ample concrete material or

historical evidence of the world they inhabited. More importantly, the emphasis on the

10 Skinner, “Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas,” 48—49.

1 Tbid., 49: “The ‘context’ mistakenly gets treated as the determinant of what it said. It needs rather to be treated
as an ultimate framework for helping to decide what conventionally recognizable meanings, in a society of that
kind, it might in principle have been possible for someone to have intended to communicate.”

12 Inden, Walters, and Ali, Querying the Medieval, 5-15.

13 1hid., 12.



heterogeneous and transformative dimensions of texts in Querying the Medieval draws our
attention to the moments of continuity and change and the reasons or situations behind them.
This approach further creates space for us to investigate religious agents and helps us avoid the
tendency to subsume what the agents did, their decisions and contributions.4

To document the detailed histories of intellectual encounters and endeavors, this
dissertation is modeled on “human-scale studies” proposed by Anne Blackburn in Locations of
Buddhism: Colonialism and Modernity in Sri Lanka (2010). According to Blackburn, this
micro-perspective investigation, which is immersed in a particular figure along with the
surrounding intellectual and institutional projects, reveals “the ways in which colonial-period
institutions and social structure were inhabited at specific historical conjunctures.”*® Although
Blackburn’s project addresses British rule in Sri Lanka, the human-scale investigation
illuminates the broader South Asian context and South Asian multilingualism as it complements
macro-level studies such as Pollock’s and Ollett’s. It is important to note that there have been
various micro-level studies of Srivaisnava figures and beyond who contribute to the shaping of
either Sanskrit or vernacular communities, especially devotional ones. Nevertheless, by
adopting this approach, this dissertation aims to extensively explore a series of religious figures
who embodied the multilingual world of both Sanskrit and the vernacular, even if they
composed only in Sanskrit and Manipravalam. Specifically, it brings the same attention to a
religious figure as it does to textual engagement, and institutional projects. However, while
Blackburn’s case study explores Sri Lankan Buddhist intellectual encounters with an external

factor such as the British rule, | focus on the internal linguistic tension and formation of a

14 1bid., 12-14.
15 Blackburn, Locations of Buddhism, 203.



Srivaisnava communal unity more so than on outside social threats.

The Srivaisnava Multilingual Textual Corpus of Self-surrender
Since its origin circa the tenth century, the Srivaisnava community used Tamil, which was
infused with devotional attitude, and Sanskrit, which was tied to their philosophical system and
pan-Indic Vedic orthodoxy, to hand down scriptures and expound theology.®

On the one hand, the authorship of the Tamil scripture, the Narayirativiyappirapantam,
is attributed to the twelve Alvars (c. sixth to tenth century), the South Indian Vaisnava poets,
who were regarded as the Srivaisnava first generations. The Narayirativiyappirapantam is a
collection of each Alvar’s independent work(s), including the Tiruvaymo/i of Nammalvar (c.
late eighth to early ninth century),’’ the low-born Vaisnava poet and the most revered Alvar.
Among the Srivaisnavas, the recovery and anthologization of the corpus and the establishment
of its performative recitation for propagation and transmission were credited to Nathamuni (c.
tenth century), the first teacher (acarya) of the generation after the Alvars.’® Moreover, the
Tamil collection inherits classical Tamil literary practices, of which the most notable is the love
poetry or the poetry of “interior landscape” (akam), used for devotional expression.® It also
contains many narratives and mythologies found in the Sanskrit literature. Importantly, it shares
the Southern devotional or “Tamil bhakti” terrain with other religious communities, such as the
Saiva Nayapmars and their Tévaram, and shows the attitude of rivalry toward non-Vedic

communities, such as the Buddhists and Jains.2°

16 For other elements in the Srivaisnavas’ theological formation, see Freschi, “SrT Vaisnavism.”

17 venkatesan, Endless Song, 6.

18 Venkatesan specifies that there is the inscriptional evidence of the recitation of the Tiruvaymoli since the
eleventh century and there are a number of the thirteenth-century inscriptions recounting a festival of its
recitation (Endless Song, Introduction).

19 Narayanan, The Way and the Goal, 7-57.

20 Anandakichenin, “Alvar.”



On the other hand, the Sanskrit scripture mainly comprises authoritative texts that are
part of the broader system of philosophical, theological, and scriptural-hermeneutic knowledge,
retrospectively collected under the name “Vedanta.” The system emerged in the late first and
early second millennia and exegetically and philosophically dominated the premodern Indian
world during the second millennium. The name “Vedanta,” which means “the end of the
Vedas,” refers to the system’s conformity to both the Vedas or sruti, which possess the highest
authority among the orthodox Vedic systems, and the Upanisads, the later part or the “end” of
the Vedas as interpreted in the Brahmasitra. The Srivaisnavas developed their sub-system of
Vedanta later labeled “qualified non-duality” (Visistadvaita).?* Visistadvaita \Vedanta expounds
that the soul and the material world are the qualification of the Supreme God, Visnu-Narayana,
and thus not separate from Him.22 The early medieval Srivaisnavas further incorporated the
scriptural corpus of smrti, which is the subordinate to and in conformity with sruti, and those
external to Vedanta—the Paficaratra Samhitas or Agamas, a collection of ritual and theological
Sanskrit texts associated with the Vaisnava communities who worship Visnu as the Supreme
God. Thus, the Sanskrit heritage of the Srivaisnavas is shared by other philosophical and
religious domains, especially Vedanta.

Around the twelfth century, the two scriptures were recognized in some of the
Srivaisnava compositions as authoritatively equivalent sacred texts under the notion of the dual

scriptures known today as “Ubhayavedanta” (lit., the two Upanisads).? A variation of this term,

2L The term was first used by Sudarsanasiiri, Ramanuja’s commentator, and became identified with the system in
the latter half of the sixteenth century, according to Varadachari, “Antiquity of the term Vi$istadvaita.”

22 For more on Ramanuja’s theology, see Carman, The Theology of Ramanuja, and Lipner, The Face of Truth.

23 It should be noted that the label “the Tamil Veda” can be found before the twelfth century. However, the
explicit claim of the two Vedas, one in Tamil and the other in Sanskrit, was made systematically after that. For
more information on the pre-twelfth century notion of the Tamil Veda, see Venkatesan, Endless Song.



“the confluence of the end of the Vedas” (“srutyanta yugma”), occurs for the first time circa
the late eleventh or the early twelfth century in the Yatiraja Vaibhavam by Andhra Piirna, a
disciple of Ramanuja (c. eleventh century), the most important Srivaisnava leader.?* It should
be noted that this notion does not refer to a word-for-word parallel between the Sanskrit and
Tamil scriptures but to their equal status as the revelation of God’s essence. Importantly, the
two languages were not perceived as identical.

In my understanding, this notion is based on the claim that the Tamil scripture, most
evidently Nammalvar’s Tiruvaymoli, which is the most authoritative work of poetry among the
Alvars, is comparable to the Sanskrit one and not the other way around?® since both the Vedas
and the Upanisads were scriptures within Vedic orthodoxy and highly regarded within Vedanta
before the acknowledgment of the Tiruvaymoli as the Tamil scripture. The label “Tamil Veda”
has its earliest reference (“dravida-veda”) in the Sanskrit tapiyan (a single praise-poem)
attributed to Nathamuni.?® It should be noted that the status of the Tiruvaymol/i was associated
with not only “the Veda” but also the Upanisad (“amnayanam sira”) and the Sambhita
(“dravidim brahma-samhitam”) as early as in the Sanskrit praise-poems of Kiresa (c. eleventh
century) and Parasara Bhattar (c. twelfth century).?” The variety of terms used to refer to the
Tiruvaymoli suggests that its authority as a part of the Vedic corpus is more important than its
actual identification with the Veda. Thus, it can be considered as either the Veda or Upanisad

as long as it is as authoritative as the Sanskrit scripture. In addition, the Tiruvaymoli is

2 Carman and Narayanan, The Tamil Veda, 259. For other terms, see Anandakichenin and McCann, “Tamil-
Sanskrit Interaction in Medieval Srivaisnava Literature,” 6.

% According to Nayar, the other works of the Alvars attained the authoritative status after the Tiruvaymoli,
which functioned as the symbol for the whole corpus (Poetry as Theology, 42).

% \Venkatesan, Endless Song, Appendix 3.

27 Nayar, Poetry as Theology, 41-75.
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characterized as the distillation of the Sanskrit Veda, as in Mathurakavi’s Kagninugnciruttampu,
because it contains only the accessible and important messages of the Veda.?®

While text production in the early period among the Srivaisnavas was only through
Sanskrit, contemporary to the identification of the Tiruvaymol/i as the Tamil scripture is the
introduction of the hybrid Tamil-Sanskrit language, known as Manipravalam, into the
compositions. | argue that the use of Manipravalam enables the crystallization of self-surrender
as a soteriological doctrine. Not long after the first appearance of Manipravalam in the
Srivaisnava corpus, we witness the production of the immense multilingual corpus in all three
languages of philosophical and theological texts, commentaries, hagiographies, and poems,
some of which circled the doctrinalization and systematization of self-surrender and some of
which sought to justify the Ubhayavedanta notion. My dissertation builds upon various studies
of Srivaisnavas’ self-surrender and multilingual corpus from around this period, in particular.
It attempts to show that the development of self-surrender and linguistic movements are
interdependent.

The recurring and haunting narrative that interlinks theology and the two languages,
Sanskrit and Tamil, in Srivaisnava scholarship points to the dichotomy between these heritages.
This narrative was produced by twentieth-century scholars, for example, Friedhelm Hardy in
his Viraha-Bhakti and Robert Lester in “Ramanuja and Sri-Vaisnavism.” They argued for the
domination of Sanskrit and its philosophical norm and Tamil emotionalism in the medieval
period.?® The dichotomy is also invoked to account for the Srivaisnava sectarian split into its

current sub-schools, the Tenkalais (the southern sub-school) and the Vatakalais (the northern

28 Adluri, “Acarya Bhakti,” 47-68.
29 Narayanan best explains their arguments in The Way and the Goal, 4-5.
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sub-school), whose centers are situated in Srirangam and Kaficipuram respectively. Although
the split became evidently fixed from the eighteenth century onward due to the impact of
colonialism, the Srivaisnava scholarship has long attempted to trace the disputes that led to the
split back to the premodern periods.® The split is usually understood to be rooted in various
communal, theological, and linguistic reasons.3! For example, no later than the nineteenth
century, the cause of the split was projected onto the binary images of “Tamil Cats” and
“Sanskrit Monkeys” to portray the Tenkalais’ emphasis on Tamil scripture and the exclusive
role of God’s grace, as opposed to the Vatakalais’ insistence on human’s effort as prescribed in
Sanskrit scripture.®?

Many scholars oppose this binary opposition and defend the unity of the Tamil and
Sanskrit scriptures and languages based on the Srivaisnavas’ notion of Ubhayavedanta. Some
scholars, for example, Carman and Narayanan 1989, Clooney 1996 and 2015, Anandakichenin
2018, and McCann and Anandakichenin 2020 and 2021 pay attention to Manipravalam
literature, which supports this notion. Some scholars include the Manipravalam theological
treatises in the scope of their studies, such as Hardy 1979, Venkatachari 1978, Mumme 1988,
Clooney 2002 and 2008, and McCann 2016. Nancy Nayar (1992) investigates the Sanskrit
praise-poems of Kiresa and Parasara Bhattar, both Ramanuja’s disciples, showing the
confluence of the two scriptures in these poems. Srilata Raman’s Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to
God in Srivaispavism (2007) comprehensively indicates that the seed of the split can be found

in the theological discrepancies in the Manipravalam commentaries on the Tamil scripture such

3 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 9.

3L For different narratives of the split, see ibid., 4-15.

32 The first occurrence of the simile is found in Tirumalicai Anna Ayyankar’s Tamil text titled “Pa/anasai
Vilakkam” (Ibid., 15).
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as the status of Nammalvar and his surrender.3® However, the continuous interaction between
Sanskrit and Tamil from the premodern period until the present is indisputable despite the
split.®*

My dissertation is in conversation with these studies; however, it does not intend to
make any claims regarding the split or its origin, whose scope is beyond this study. What this
work does contribute is the affirmation that Tamil and Sanskrit were both critical to medieval
Srivaisnavas, their texts, theology, and communal identification. Simultaneously, it seeks to
complicate the idea that the Tamil and Sanskrit scriptures, as well as their languages, were
treated at the same level in every situation and by every author, according to the notion of
Ubhayavedanta. As | elaborate later, Manipravalam was initially used to create a foundation in
which Sanskrit and Tamil, their scriptures, citations, and theological ideas, could co-exist to
support the notion of the Tamil scripture. The use of Manipravalam thus favors the Tamil
scripture. Even in the Manipravalam commentaries on the Sanskrit texts of the main acaryas,
such as Yamuna and Ramanuja, Manipravalam allows the author to bring in Tamil scripture
and draw a parallel between these texts. While the majority of the Sanskrit texts ignore or
remain implicit about the Tamil heritage, the Manipravalam literature never brings in Sanskrit
scripture alone without referring to the Tamil authorities. Given that tension, this dissertation
proposes a new framework, one that does not reproduce the hierarchy between Tamil and
Sanskrit, but reveals micro-histories of the Srivaisnava multilingualism.

Furthermore, this dissertation attempts to fill in a gap with respect to the Sanskrit

33 Ibid., 175: “This book suggests that this ideological break between the Pillan and Naficiyar on the status of
Nammalvar and the nature of his prapatti anticipates one ultimate theological difference between Vazakalai
School and the Terikalai School.”

3 1bid., 15-17.
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literature composed around the same time as the Manipravalam literature in the studies
mentioned and emphasizes the comparison of the literature in these two languages, Sanskrit and
Manipravalam. The key inspiration to the inter-language relationships is Steven Hopkins’
exploration of Sanskrit and Tamil poems in his Singing the Body of God (2002). Hopkins gives
insights into the roles and interactions of languages and directs my interest to its central figure,
Vedantadesika (also Venkatanatha), the fourteenth-century Srivaisnava poet-philosopher who
inhabited the multilingual world.

Several studies take up the topic of self-surrender. Vasudha Rajagopalan’s dissertation,
of which the first part was published under the title, The Way and the Goal: Expressions of
Devotion in the Early Srivaisnava Community (1987), addresses the literature up to the scope
of my research. The second part of Rajagopalan’s dissertation, which shares the period and
literature under my investigation, is unfortunately still publicly unavailable.®> Although
Rajagopalan’s dissertation provides a comprehensive study on self-surrender, it does not
systematically chart the explicit connection between doctrinal development and the linguistic
changes. Gerhard Oberhammer’s Zur spirituellen Praxis des Zufluchtnehmens bei Gott
(saranagatih) vor Venkatanatha (2004) traces the development of self-surrender but only in the
Sanskrit literature of Vedantadesika’s predecessors and the Paficaratra Samhitas.

Another significant contribution to the field is Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in
Srivaisnavism (2007) by Srilata Raman. Raman’s work focuses on the medieval institutional

formation around self-surrender from the time of Ramanuja and in the medieval literary corpus

3 | managed to get hold of the dissertation thanks to Professor Vasudha Narayanan who kindly sent me the
retyped version of it and Patricia Mumme who graciously gave me the printed edition she owns. The materials
investigated in her work includes Vatsya Varadaguru’s Prapannaparijata, Peiryavaccan Pillai’s
Parantarahasyam, Pillai Lokacarya’s Srivacanabhisanam, and Vedantadesika’s Rahasyatrayasaram.
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of the Manipravalam commentaries on the Tiruvaymol/i. Raman’s historical analysis inspires
me to view a theological concept such as self-surrender as one of the defining features in the
Srivaisnava religious movements. I agree with Raman’s classification of “prapatti-literature”
or “the literature whose main aim is to present a situation in which prapatti [self-surrender]
takes place or to define and discuss it.”3® Raman points to the praise poems of Kiresa and
Parasara Bhattar, Ramanuja’s disciples, and the Manipravalam commentaries as two main
categories of prapatti-literature before investigating the commentaries due to their attention to
the theology of self-surrender.3” Raman indicates that these praise poems show the integration
of Tamil scripture with the Pafnicaratra Samhitas, and Sanskrit scriptural streams, and they also
reflect the increasing importance of temple worship in the understanding. Raman further points
out that the poems at this time display a collective attempt to promote self-surrender, inherited
from Ramanuja’s works, over the doctrine of meditative devotion (bhakti). The attempt is even
more evident in the Tamil Nanasaram of Arulalap Perumal Emperumanar, Kiresa’s
contemporary.® Given that various scholars have comprehensively studied these praise-poems,
such as those by Narayanan (1987) and Nayar (1992), | confine myself to another genre.

Also, while Raman views the commentaries as mainly aiming to define self-surrender,
| differ from her in this regard. | understand self-surrender as one of the topics, in addition to
the scriptural identification of the Tiruvaymoli as the Tamil scripture based on what Raman
herself shows in her exploration of the commentaries.3® Moreover, while scholars continue to

focus on the Manipravalam commentaries, they cannot tell us about the diversity of the

3% Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 17.

37 For the commentaries, see Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 17-23.
% |bid., 53-57.

% Ibid., 60.
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Srivaisnava intellectual, social, and linguistic environments as they were historically produced
by a single line of Srivaisnava acaryas who inhabited one geographical location, Srirangam.*
Although there were likely interactions between Srirangam and Kaficipuram, the communities
were engaged with different intellectual concerns.

Instead of the praise poems and commentaries, my work is interested not in the
Manipravalam commentaries but the theological treatises on self-surrender. These independent
treatises in Sanskrit and Manipravalam were not produced by just one community but by those
who were contemporaneous and from different generations in both influential and active
locations of medieval Srivaisnavas—Srirangam and Kaficipuram. They first appeared in the
composition both in Sanskrit and Manipravalam circa the twelfth century after the Srivaisnava
production of Sanskrit philosophical treatises, Sanskrit devotional poems, and the
Manipravalam commentaries. Given the chronological order, one could argue that these
treatises were based on and influenced by these preceding genres of literature, especially the
Alvars’ Tamil poems, praise poems, and the Manipravalam commentaries. I understand that the
genre of these independent treatises encourages the Srivaisnava authors to explicitly make
argumentative and systematic theology on self-surrender, unlike the poems, which deal with
some of the same issues in a poetic and less assertive manner, or the commentaries, which are
bound to the original text and implicitly assert any claims under the shadow of the original text.
Thus, these treatises are prapatti-literature par excellence in the sense that their sole purpose is

to defend and define self-surrender as the soteriological doctrine for the whole community. This

does not imply that the independent treatises are superior to other genres. It is simply that the

40 See Anandakichenin, My Sapphire-hued Lord, and Anandakichenin and McCann, “Towards Understanding
the Srivaisnava Commentary” and “Tamil-Sanskrit Interaction in Medieval Srivaisnava Literature.”
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treatises have a different agenda that makes it easier to compare them and to chart their
treatments of self-surrender than it would be if we were to look at the more poetic Tamil texts
or the less systematic Manipravalam commentaries despite their reference to the poetic sources.
In addition, these treatises allow us to compare and contrast the linguistic choices of Srivaisnava
authors, who wrote these treatises in Sanskrit and Manipravalam, and to provide insights into
their dynamic continuity and ruptures, how the authors contribute to the dynamics through their
projects, and what the wider contexts are for the texts and their arguments. As Whitney Cox
suggests, that the consideration of texts in multiple languages is “revelatory both of their
author’s projects and of the wider textual and argumentative context” in a multilingual
community.** Through diachronic and synchronic textual analysis of the Sanskrit and
Manipravalam theological treatises on self-surrender, a genre shared by the two locations of the
Srivaisnavas, “Voices of Self-surrender” treats the doctrinal development and multilingualism

as an intertwined history and makes a case for their interdependence.

Language and Multilingualism

Naoki Sakai's works in the context of the Japanese language have helped shape the way | view
language and translation. In Voices of the Past: The Status of Language in Eighteenth-Century
Japanese Discourse (1992), Sakai argues that the unity of Japanese culture, especially Japanese
language, is indispensable to the making of Japanese national identification in the discursive
space of eighteenth-century Tokugawa Japan, in which some Japanese intellectuals became

preoccupied with delineating more clearly the arena of the Japanese language after encountering

4 Cox, “From Source-Criticism to Intellectual History,” 152.
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the language of the Other or the West.*? The inquiry into Japanese resulted in the formation of
the Japanese homogeneous interior as opposed to the outsider’s exterior.*> However, such a
homogeneous collectivity does not ontologically exist. It sustains itself by concealing the
occurring and recurring heterogeneities within and banishing the outsider from such an
imaginary sphere.** The suppression of heterogeneities operates in a highly integrated society,
generating the figure of its unity.*

Sakai’s further analysis of Japanese language in Translation and Subjectivity: On Japan
and National Culturalism (1997) reveals that a language like Japanese is historically
constructed in the making of the Japan nation when encountering the Other or the West. It
further reminds us that the notion of a language as distinct from another language that we are
familiar with is a regulative idea under what Sakai terms “the schema of co-figuration” in the
modern context. The schema, Sakai indicates, is always at play in the ideological construction
of the “regime of translation” that gives the impression that translation is the “symmetrical
exchange” between two languages across their boundaries.*® It obscures the nature of language
as “a site of hybridity” and “context-specific” and presents language as a unity.*’

| propose that the discursive moment in which the Japanese language was defined

42 Sakai, Voices of the Past, 13: “Accordingly, in the discursive space of the eighteenth century, where
differences are all ascribed to the difference of languages (langues), inquiry into the language of the other
inevitably leads to the recognition that the other perceives and lives the world differently. This recognition is
what writers of the eighteenth century were forced to face. Consequently, their discourse on language was
guided by their concern about the identity of a language rather than about language in general.”

43 See ibid., 17.

4 Ibid., 17.

4 Ibid., 23.

46 Sakai, Translation and Subjectivity, 51: “The regime of translation is an ideology that makes translators
imagine their relationship to what they do in translation as the symmetrical exchange between two languages.
The operation of translation as it is understood by common sense today is motivated by this ideology.”

47 Ibid., 19: “My position, which | maintain throughout this book, is that language is essentially a site of
hybridity and that any notion of a pure language is some fabricated and dogmatic deviation from the correct view
of language. And hybridity is also the fundamental relationship between the body as the agent of action and
language.”
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through its encounter with the language of the Other is comparable to the multilingual
intellectual and social worlds of the Srivaisnavas in which Sanskrit, Tamil, and Manipravalam
are placed in certain relationships and shaped through their mutual contacts. | am aware that
the premodern period dealt with here has distinct conditions from those found in the modern
domain of nations. For example, the case under study takes into account more than two
languages, and the linguistic boundaries in the premodern period are not tied to national borders.
Nevertheless, Sakai’s works show that language is not a timeless, stable entity but rather is fluid
and subject to changes as it is constructed at each specific historical moment by agents. Another
aspect of Sakai’s studies that is valuable in the case of premodern multilingualism is the
important role language plays in the social imagination of the “interior,” in which a social
identification like Japanese rests on as opposed to the “exterior” Westerners. Similarly,
Manipravalam is integral to the Srivaisnava communal unity, which was constructed by
internally harmonizing multiple heritages, scriptures, religious viewpoints, and languages.
However, unlike the construction of the Japanese nation, the Srivaisnavas’ self-understanding
which is related to the context of self-surrender seems to be based on shared elements like
authorities, soteriology, and linguistic environments more than the opposition to the outsiders.

Guided by Sakai’s schema of cofiguration, Andrew Ollett argues for the plurality of
such paradigms in which languages, two or more, are positioned together to be perceived as
languages. Central to this study is the claim that Prakrit played a critical but neglected role in
literary production before the rise of Sanskrit and the vernaculars. Ollett further develops

Sakai’s “language unity” into “language order” to look at how languages such as Prakrit define
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themselves.*® In his definition,

The term “language order” refers to how languages are ordered within a culture,

to the recurrent patterns and schemas and tropes by which they are defined and

represented, the names under which they are known, and the values with which

they are associated. A language order provides the linguistic parameters for all

manners of cultural practices, from scratching one’s name on the wall of a cave

to composing a text on poetics.*®
Put differently, languages are defined and redefined constantly in relation to one another. We
can homogeneously perceive Prakrit as a language throughout its history through its differences
from other languages, among which Sanskrit is the most evident. The binary schema between
Prakrit and Sanskrit presents one of the paradigmatic orders in classical India in the educated
and elite domain during the first millennium. Prakrit was “a classical language” that exercised
its power in various areas of knowledge production, cultural fluency, geographical expansion,
and literary culture, similar to Sanskrit.% Its existence in cosmopolitan culture was then replaced

by Sanskrit, which turned the classical domain into “Sanskrit cosmopolis,” leading to the

forgetting of Prakrit and its glorious past in contemporary India.5?

8 QOllett, Language of the Snakes, 4: “Language, in short, was ordered in premodern India in a way that seems to
have few parallels, premodern or modern. That is why, necessary though it is to describe and account for this
order, it seems preferable at this stage of research to simply state it as a fact, and to allow its features to emerge
over the course of this book. At the foundation of this language order was a dichotomy between Sanskrit and
Prakrit. Built upon this “schema of co-figuration,” as I have learned to call it from Naoki Sakai, are a range of
other schemas: the three languages, such as we encountered above in Mirza Khan; the three and a half languages;
the four languages; the six languages.”

49 Ibid., 5.

%0 1bid., 9-10: “To summarize, Prakrit was a classical language in a number of overlapping senses. Prakrit texts
were considered “classics” and studied for upwards of a thousand years, beginning in the first couple of centuries
of the common era. Knowledge of the language and the literature was a key component of cultural fluency.
Prakrit was cultivated across as vast swath of southern Asia, from Kashmir to Tamil Nadu, and from Sindh to
Bengal, and it was at least known, if not studied, in Cambodia and Java as well. Like Sanskrit, it was a language
of literary intellectual culture, and cut across regions and religious traditions. If it was not cultivated as
intensively or as broadly as Sanskrit was, it was nevertheless cultivated by those as the very apex of
cosmopolitan culture, such as Bhoja and Anandavardhana.”

5L Ibid., Chapters 5, 6, and 7.
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Ollett’s investigation of Prakrit affirms the value of Sakai’s work in South Asian studies
of multilingualism and offers a compelling model. However, it focuses on the macro
perspective and formation of a unitary figure of Prakrit throughout the first and second
millennium without sufficient attention to the changes this language underwent in each specific
context. Furthermore, while Ollett understands that ““...premodern India was exceptional in the
stability of its textual languages, and thus it is an important site for thinking about how
languages are posited as unitary over the course of their history,”>? | highlight that textual
languages are far from being stable or unitary and that premodern Indian texts are a site of
linguistic transformations, particularly when we look deeper into a micro space at a particular
point in time. Unlike Ollett’s investigation, which is based on the formalized literary and
grammatical treatises,> my study asks the following questions to highlight the multilingual
characteristic and the dynamic relationships of religious texts: Why are multiple languages used
in textual production simultaneously? What can one language do or express that another
cannot? How do they shape or limit religious ideas in different writings? To answer these, this
work proposes the framework of the “language sphere” to draw attention to the micro instances

of language usage through the mutual constitutive movements of different linguistic domains.

Language Sphere

The framework of the “language sphere” views language as a linguistic medium and the
repertoire of related representations. It invites us to look into the movements and players within
one language in relation to another. We can then imagine the whole premodern South Asian

multilingual terrain as a myriad network of overlapping and changing spheres that are in

52 |bid., 4.
%3 For example, Dandin’s Mirror of Literature and Vararuci’s Light on Prakrit (Chapter 6).
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constant contact and tension. | picture the language sphere as being constructed at each
particular moment by three interconnected domains of representations: 1) agency, 2)
normativity, and 3) expressivity. The first domain constructs normativity that, in turn,
circumscribes the expressive domain. Expressivity is shaped but not limited by the normative
domain since the agent can find or create a new expression and expand the normativity in one
language by overlapping different language spheres.

This framework begins by investigating agency as reflected in the author’s agentive and
argumentative manners in text, especially written text. To explain, the author’s agency is
reflected in the act of composing. The author composes a text to make certain arguments in
relation to the author’s situation and in conversation with other authors. This domain of agency
extends to the social and intellectual backgrounds of the authors, such as their geographical
location, social engagement, educational upbringing, and situational problems. This domain of
representation is informed by the reading of texts as situational and dialogical and micro-
investigation referred to previously. Although the author is embedded in and conditioned by a
linguistic environment to begin with, the author can choose which sphere to inhabit and how to
engage with the conditions in that sphere. This agency includes crossing the boundaries of
language spheres even while working within them.

Next, the territory of normativity highlights the norms constructed, handed down, and
circulated by an agent or a group of agents. Specifically, in a religious domain, the norms are
explicit and represented in scriptures, authoritative figures, and teachings, which set standards
regarding beliefs and practices. Normativity mediates between the domain of agency and
expressivity by providing rules or habitual practices that make it hard for the agent to entertain

an alternative expression apart from what is already accepted and permitted by norms. These
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practices also convince the agents of their contemporaries’ resistance if the agent deviates from
certain norms. At the same time, ultimately, the agent can decide to follow or subvert the norms.
The agency regarding such decisions makes innovation possible despite the normative
restriction.

The scope of expressivity indicates potential relationships between the agent and the
domain of normativity. Unlike normativity, which is usually clearly articulated by the agents in
the written or formalized forms, expressivity is implicit as it can be detected through a
comparison between multiple language spheres. The terminology of expressivity here is

inherited from Pollock’s The Language of Gods in the World of Men. Pollock uses expressivity

99 ¢ 29 ¢

(also “expression,” “expressive function,” “expressive power,” “an expressive instrument,”
“expressive capability” and so on) to explain the function and capability that a language, like
Sanskrit, possesses as opposed to the vernacular languages that were used, in his view, for
informational and documentary purposes. Put differently, until the vernaculars managed to
replace Sanskrit and become cosmopolitan, Sanskrit was the only language, like Latin in the
Roman Empire, that had the power to express something more than real or non-factual
statements in literary and political domains since it has more poetic and textual resources to
draw from for this expressivity.>* This dissertation disagrees with this stable typology between
Sanskrit expressivity and the factual use of vernaculars as it does not correctly reflect the

complexity and fluidity of textual practices in the case of the Srivaisnavas or the South Asian

premodern domain.> It also disagrees with Pollock’s claim that such expressivity is always

5 Pollock, The Language of the Gods in the World of Men, 255. See more in the same chapter.

% Take, for example, Shulman’s disagreement with the uniformity of Sanskrit expressivity and monopoly in his
review of Pollock’s book in which at some points he states, “Where he [Pollock] sees uniformity, I tend to see
the most remarkable heterogeneity, local innovation, and context-sensitivity, and by no means only in the
“vernacular millennium.” Where he sees context-free, theoretically unchanging rules and paradigms, | tend to
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attached to a language throughout its existence because language itself is fluid and historically
specific.

In this dissertation, the term “expressivity” is used in the widest sense to denote the
entire scope of what an agent can use linguistically to express what is within its power, including
the normative expressions. Expressivity marks the power that any language temporarily
acquires to articulate the normative expressions and other terms, ideas, discourses, debates,
discussions, and so on that affirm, challenge, and reshape these norms. In other words,
expressivity is the apparatus by which the agent localizes and normalizes the norms, and, at the
same time, the mechanism by which the agent explores innovative expressions that dismantle
and denormalize such norms. Take an example of the difference between being conservative
and creative. While a conservative person is someone who preserves the norms through one’s
expressions that conform to and thus reproduce those norms, a creative person expresses
original ideas that undermine and eventually replace the norms. Of course, these two aspects

are not always be in opposition. They are rather part of a spectrum and can exist in one person.

The Paradigmatic Language Sphere: Manipravalam

“Voices of Self-surrender” focuses on Manipravalam as the paradigmatic example of the
language sphere as it combines merging and divergent norms and expressions of both languages
in the same place and thus lets us see the moments of rupture and transformative choices when
the agents choose to expand the norms or create a new expression in a particular spatial and
temporal context. What is being expressed by the author and why? What has been continued

and what replaced? The label “Manipravala,” which preceded its emergence in the Srivaisnava

see mechanisms of empirical instantiation and assimilation...” (“The Language of the Gods in the World of Men
Review,” 823).
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commentaries, refers to the mixing of Sanskrit and the southern local languages that occurs in
the literary and grammatical landscape, namely Abhinavagupta’s commentary on the
Nagyasastra, dating to circa the eleventh century. The use of the term to specify the combination
of Sanskrit and Tamil in poetry first can be found in the eleventh- or twelfth-century
grammatical treatise, the Viracoliyam. The hybrid was already used in the ninth century in the
prose composition of a Vaisnava retelling of the great Sanskrit epic Mahabharata into Tamil,
Peruntévanar’s Paratavenpa, and the writings of other religious communities, such the Jains.%
We do not have any evidence of the commentators as well as other medieval Manipravalam
authors calling the linguistic medium Manipravalam, to my knowledge.

Manipravalam in the Srivaisnava writings and beyond presents a highly heterogeneous
movement of the linguistic mixture as well as ideology.>” To exemplify, the variety of styles
found in Srivaisnava Manipravalam can be contrasted with a grammatical theory of
Manipravalam in the fourteenth-century Kerala grammatical treatise, the Lilatilakam.
Exploring the Lilatilakam, Rich Freeman (1998) shows that Kerala Manipravalam identifies
itself more with Sanskrit literary culture to differentiate itself from the literary hegemony of the
region, like Tamil. This methodology localizes Kerala Manipravalam in the poetic domain.
Unlike Kerala Manipravalam, the Srivaisnava Manipravalam was first used in composition to
secure the scriptural status of the two scriptures. The Srivaisnava Manipravalam can generally
be identified by the use of Sanskrit terminology mixed with Tamil words and grammatical
features, or what Erin McCann explains as Sanskrit lexifier or superstratum and Tamil

grammatical substratum.5® However, in practice, Srivaisnava Manipravalam ranges from a

% See Anandakichenin and McCann, “Towards Understanding the Srivaisnava Commentary.”
57 Shulman, Tamil: A Biography, 222.
%8 McCann, “Acaryabhimana,” 140.
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highly colloguial style to a scholastic exegesis, from the domination of Sanskrit to the heavy
use of Tamil, and from several Sanskrit scriptural citations to the prioritization of the Tamil
scripture. Shulman effectively summarizes the spectrum of the Srivaisnava Manipravalam as

follow:

Srivaishnava Tamil Mani-pravalam, as | have said, offers us a range of
dialectical or idiolectical features. Very often the reader senses that he or she is
encountering a richly colloquial style, undoubtedly reflecting the context of oral
teaching and textual exegesis. We can also definitely assume a relation between
written Srivaishnava Manipravalam and characteristic dialectical features of
spoken Srivaishnava Brahmin Tamil, with its heavy influx of Sanskrit words. In
some authors—for example, Alakiya Manavalap Pérumal Nayanar in his
Arulicceyalrahasyam—there is a somewhat surprising, and rather beautiful,
conjunction of recorded colloquial idiomatic speech and high-flown technical
terms in Sanskrit, including long Sanskrit compounds (the latter being a
diagnostic feature of Tamil Manipravalam style generally). Quotations from
canonical Sanskrit and Tamil works account for some degree of the linguistic
mixture that dominates the commentaries. Beyond such rather mechanical
indicators, however, we can note differential stylistic and grammatical features,
such as the degree to which Sanskrit words are Tamilized according to standard
Tamil morphophonemic practice and, even more to the point, the inflection of
Sanskrit either with proper Sanskrit nominal and verbal endings or with Tamil
suffixes. Sanskrit-derived denominative verbs in Tamil, sometimes
phonologically Tamilized, are another common marker.>®

These features are apparent especially in the Manipravalam commentary on the Tiruvaymoli as
shown in Venkatachari’s The Magipravala Literature of the Srivaisnava Acaryas: 12t to 15t
Century A.D. (1978) and Anandakichenin’s and McCann’s “Towards Understanding the
Srivaisnava Commentary on the Nalayira Tiyviya Paripantam: The Blending of Two Worlds
and Two Languages” (2020). Still, the actual manifestation of the Srivaisnava Manipravalam,

especially its script(s) and the appearance and pronunciation of Sanskrit words during its peak

production during and after the medieval period is obscure as we do not have any material

%9 Shulman, Tamil: A Biography, 222-223.
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evidence from these texts.®® The Srivaisnavas’ reference to Manipravalam as a linguistic
medium cannot be found until circa the fifteenth to sixteenth century according to
Anandakichenin.®* Nevertheless, it is possible to speculate the direction of Manipravalam
movements based on inscriptions from the Pallava to the Vijayanagara period. Specifically,
through the exploration of royal titulatures in the Tamil area from the sixth to fifteenth century,
Francis charts the epigraphical development of Manipravalam as follows:

To summarise, as far as biruda titulatures in the Tamil area are concerned, we

find purely Sanskrit lists in the early period only, then examples with varying

proportions of Sanskrit loanwords in Grantha, with a tendency towards almost

monoscript Tamil titulatures—with most loanwords naturalised, which makes

one wonder whether there was still consciousness that these were loanwords.

However, late examples with abundant loanwords in Grantha are still met with. 2
We can safely assume that Manipravalam in the Srivaisnava corpus might have undergone the
same shift from the use of two scripts, Tamil and Grantha or in some cases Telugu for Sanskrit,
to the naturalization of Sanskrit into Tamil script and pronunciation, while the use of Grantha
for Sanskrit terms is never completely abandoned. This assumption accords with one of the few
studies we currently have on contemporary Srivaisnava Manipravalam by Giovanni Ciotti and
R. Sathyanarayan. Focusing on a recension of Vispupuraravacapam in palm-leaf manuscripts
and printed books from the end of the eighteenth century to at least the middle of the twentieth

century, they propose that this corpus presents the domination of Tamil script, which suggests

the phonological adaptations of Sanskrit words as well as the use of both Tamil and Sanskrit

% The volume titled “The After-life of Tamil with Sanskrit” that I co-edit with Srilata Raman hopes to contribute
to the studies on Manipravalam in the contemporary context.

61 The reference is in the Periya Tirumui Araivu (c. fifteenth to sixteenth century) and on the list of works made
by Pillai Lokam Jiyar (sixteenth century?), according to Anandakichenin, “When did the Srivaisnava Acaryas
call their language ‘Manipravalam’?”

62 Francis, “Multilingualism in Indian Inscriptions,” 140.
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scripts.®® Interestingly, this corpus exemplifies an author’s identification of Manipravalam
(“mapipravalam”) as Tamil (“dravida-bhasa” and “dramida-bhasa”) as opposed to Sanskrit.%*

In the most recent study on Manipravalam, “Tamil-Sanskrit Interaction in Medieval
Srivaisnava Literature,” (2021) Suganya Anandakichenin and Erin McCann explore the origin
of Manipravalam and point to three assumptions in the Srivaisnava Manipravalam scholarship
so far: first, Manipravalam is a byproduct of Ubhayavedanta in the sense that it is used to record
oral teachings on the two scriptures; second, Tamil in Manipravalam provides accessibility to
those do not have knowledge of Sanskrit, for example women and low-caste people or sidras;
and third, Sanskrit in Manipravalam helps increase the degree of esoterism of the Tamil
scripture.®® Developing the case studies from the hagiographical and theological texts in
Manipravalam from the thirteenth to fourteenth century, they affirm that Srivaisnava authors
were bilingual and that there is a division of lexical labors between Sanskrit, which is the main
source for pan-Indian philosophical and theological terminology, and Tamil, which offers not
only religious-related terms but also ordinary ones.%® This study further supports the first
assumption and highlights the fact that “the practical and symbolic functions of Manipravalam
changed over time,” which conforms with Shulman’s observation. It also makes the two other
contradictory assumptions—that Manipravalam is more accessible than Sanskrit and that it is
used for esoteric purpose—probable, but not necessary. Interestingly, the study indicates that

the hagiographies, which contain a high degree of Tamil and narratives, could be more

83 Ciotti and Sathyanarayanan, “Between Manipravalam and Tamil,” 685.

% 1bid., 682-683.

65 Anandakichenin and McCann, “Tamil-Sanskrit Interaction in Medieval Srivaisnava Literature,” 12. A similar
version of the third assumption is made by Rao who claims that Manipravalam is the “ultimate ‘insider’ register,
one that would be opaque to those not participating in the Srivaisnava temple” (Re-Figuring the Ramayana as
Theology, 19).

8 Anandakichenin and McCann, “Tamil-Sanskrit Interaction in Medieval Srivaisnava Literature,” 29.
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accessible and inclusive than the theological treatises or commentaries, which still include the
exclusively Vedantic terminology that the uneducated would not understand.®’

Building on the scholarship mentioned above, my research is interested in seeking
answers to specific questions regarding Manipravalam: 1) Why would the Srivaisnavas bring
in Manipravalam when they already have Sanskrit and Tamil? 2) What can Manipravalam do
that Sanskrit or Tamil alone cannot? And, 3) what are Manipravalam roles in the theological
treatises on self-surrender?

To answer the first question, it is critical to look at the more extensive social and
historical contexts of the area, which I will do in the first chapter. At this point, it is sufficient
to say that there was no need for a written and formalized exegetic engagement with the
Tiruvaymoli, but the need arose roughly two-hundred-years after the emergence of the Tamil
devotional corpus when the Manipravalam authors’ attempt to identify the Tiruvaymoli as the
Tamil Veda in their Manipravalam commentaries.®® In fact, the Alvars’ Tamil corpus was
clearly a cause for the Manipravalam composition, despite the gap, as it provided the theological
inspiration and expression perhaps for certain issues and attitudes in the Sanskrit writings. In
order to bridge the Alvars’ devotional world and the Vedanta system, the medieval authors need
Manipravalam, which can hold the two heritages together. The Srivaisnavas chose
Manipravalam, not Tamil, because it allows the co-presence of the two scriptures, their
citations, and theological ideas. However, instead of focusing on the legitimating function of
Manipravalam, this dissertation highlights the soteriological systems of self-surrender and the

Manipravalam expressions that were heavily influenced by the Alvars’ Tamil hymns.

*7 1bid., 31.
8 The tradition claims the oral engagement with the Tiruvaymo/i by Ramanuja, for example, before the written
composition. See Chapter 1.
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To address the second question, my dissertation shows that there are different territorial
demarcations in various linguistic spheres despite their overlapping existence in the Srivaisnava
community and textual corpus. The limitations of these language spheres motivate authors to
create a way to transcend them when there is the need to draw the equivalence between the two.
Take, for example, the normative practice of scholastic Sanskrit in general that prohibits the
citation of scripture or passages in a non-Sanskrit language like Tamil. Specifically, | will show
in the first chapter that the Srivaisnava linguistic and ideological limitations were formed by
Ramanuja and the Manipravalam commentators.

Importantly, the linguistic mixture of Manipravalam reveals that the two spheres of
languages preserve their distinct linguistic functions, as Anandakichenin and McCann argue,
and can be associated with different expressive domains to a certain extent. | explain this
distinction also in the first chapter. Note that this distinction does not imply that Sanskrit cannot
be used to articulate the Tamil expressions or vice versa. It mainly points out that the difference
is perceptible and conceivable in a space like the hybrid sphere of Manipravalam in which
Tamil and Sanskrit, not just one of them, operate together in a single textual domain. With this
distinction in mind, we can look at how each language functions in the doctrinalization of self-
surrender, which is related to my third question.

Patricia Mumme in The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute (1988) indicates that the
difference in the interpretative practice and community of audiences of the two locations causes
what seems to be a disagreement in the matter of self-surrender between them. Particularly, the
community of “Kanchi acaryas” at Kaficipuram were much more “cosmopolitan” as they were
engaged in the doctrinal and philosophical debates from the perspective of Visistadvaita

Vedanta to oppose other philosophical rival systems. In contrast, “the Srirangam acaryas”
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addressed only the Srivaisnava community and thus prioritized the Tamil scripture, the
devotional attitude, and the practice belonging to this audience.®® 1 agree with Mumme’s
argument that the inconsistency of self-surrender may be caused by the interpretative difference
and increased by the distinction of locations and audience. However, | contend that there are
other underlying factors that are stronger than interpretive preference and audience at play. In
this dissertation, | indicate that the plurality of self-surrender in the works of these two groups
of authors reflects the contesting elements, especially the norms and expressions, that each
language sphere places on the development of self-surrender.

Thus, this dissertation investigates the Sanskrit and Manipravalam theological treatises
produced by authors from the same and different generations in Kaicipuram and Srirangam to
encompass the linguistic movements diachronically and synchronically in both locations.
Although it does not directly explore any text in Tamil that belongs to a genre of poetry, it
analyzes the Sanskrit and Manipravalam treatments of the Tamil Veda and Tamil authoritative

passages and teachings that effectively represent Tamil norms and expressions.’

Chapter Outline

In what follows, | chart the historical conjunctures between theological development and
linguistic transformation in a chronological order with attention to the three domains of each
language sphere: 1) the agents or the religious authors, 2) the scripture and teachings, which
represent normativity, and 3) argumentative expressions and practices, especially in the

doctrinalization of self-surrender. The five chapters show critical movements of the Srivaisnava

69 See Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 1-25, especially 7-8.
7? The Tamil poetry is, for example, the twelfth-century Narasaram (Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in
Srivaispavism, 55-57).
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multilingualism, namely the limitation of the Sanskrit sphere, which is parallel to the
incorporation of Tamil in the Manipravalam sphere, the intensification of the Sanskrit and
Manipravalam boundaries, and the harmonizing role of Manipravalam. These linguistic
conditions were responsive to a specific social context. Importantly, working within these
spheres, the authors shaped and reshaped theological development in different manners,
resulting in varying systems of self-surrender, its heterogeneous strands, its distilled version,
and, finally, its harmonized form.

Chapter 1 explores the Srivaisnava formation of the Sanskrit and Tamil spheres and
their norms of scriptures and doctrinal expressions circa the eleventh to twelfth century.
Although Sanskrit and Tamil scriptures existed prior to this period, this is the moment in which
they were evidently associated with the philosophical system of Visistadvaita Vedanta and the
devotional and inclusive expressions respectively. While scholars often highlight the
equivalence between Sanskrit and Tamil scriptures and their languages under the notion of
Ubhayavedanta during this period, this chapter points to the central limitation manifested in the
Sanskrit sphere based on the soteriological doctrine of bhakti expounded by Ramanuja
(traditional dates: c. 1017-1137 CE). To expand the community and accommodate people from
different social hierarchies, Ramanuja’s disciples introduced Manipravalam in their
commentaries and explicitly defended the Tamil scripture along with the use of Tamil language
in the Alvars’ hymns. The Manipravalam sphere, 1 argue, was evidently formed based on the
Tamil scripture and other authorities in these commentaries, especially the first two that
influenced the later commentaries. This was also the moment when self-surrender was formed
as another soteriological doctrine, an alternative to bhakti, and a basis for communal notion

thanks to Manipravalam. Unlike the doctrine of bhakti, which is exclusive and deeply based on
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Sanskrit Vedanta scriptures and expressions according to the Srivaisnavas, self-surrender is
available to all and combines Sanskrit philosophy and Tamil devotionalism, both co-exist in
the Manipravalam sphere. Thus, in this chapter, we see the formation of different language
spheres and doctrines.

Chapter 2 deals with the moment when self-surrender became systematized as a valid
soteriological doctrine in place of bhakti by two authors, Vatsya Varadaguru and Periyavaccan
Pillai. These two authors were believed to be located in Kaficipuram and Srirangam,
respectively, circa the twelfth to thirteenth century when Kafcipuram was already the main site
for Sanskrit textual production, and when we see the bloom of Manipravalam literature in
Srirangam. These two authors can be considered the systematizers of Sanskrit and
Manipravalam spheres in the matter of self-surrender as they composed the first two
independent treatises to systematically define and defend this doctrine. Exploring their treatises
in Sanskrit and Manipravalam together reveals the parallel but varying developments of these
two language spheres when the two locations of the community were expanding and forming
their lineages. Both authors regarded Ramanuja’s bhakti as the paradigm for soteriological
doctrine and arguments as they incorporated the characteristics of bhakti in shaping self-
surrender and use the same set of Sanskrit scriptures that support bhakti to validate self-
surrender. However, while the Tamil scripture is preferred in the Manipravalam treatise, it is
absent in the Sanskrit one. This difference points to their decisions to conform to the intellectual
inclination in their locations and the influences they place on the later doctrinal development:
self-surrender in the Sanskrit sphere is closer to bhakti, while in the Manipravalam sphere the
doctrine strongly takes on the devotional attitude of the Alvars that highlights the role of God

and moves away from the paradigm of bhakti.
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The third chapter traces the distance between the spheres of Sanskrit and Manipravalam
in the next generation and the heterogenous views on self-surrender. Specifically, it investigates
the discussions of self-surrender by two contemporary authors, Pillai Lokacarya and
Meghanadarisari, who were engaged with different intellectual projects and locations. Around
this time, we see a growth in the production of Manipravalam literature and engaging
discussions of self-surrender in the Manipravalam commentaries and treatises in Srirangam.
Among the acaryas there, Pillai Lokacarya alone was credited with eighteen Manipravalam
works. In contrast, Meghanadarisari composed only in Sanskrit, and his works are concerned
with the consolidation of Ramanuja’s system of Vedanta, like other previous and contemporary
Sanskrit authors in Kaficipuram. Interestingly, he is the only author of his generation to
compose a whole treatise to defend the validity of self-surrender. While Meghanadarisari
attempted to restrict self-surrender only to the Sanskrit Vedantic domain of scriptures and
expressions, Pillai Lokacarya drew the distinction between bhakti and self-surrender and
prioritized the Tamil scripture over the Sanskrit one. Their contrasting strands of self-surrender
reflect the dissimilarity of representational domains of agency, normativity, and expressivity in
each sphere of language and the authors’ choice to intensify their linguistic boundaries.

Unlike the previous authors who composed texts in either Sanskrit or Manipravalam
alone, Vedantadesika (traditionally dates: c. 1268-1369), the author at the center of my
dissertation and the focus of Chapters 4 and 5, presents a distinctive case. Despite the
overlapping between Sanskrit and Manipravalam in the Srivaisnava community, the two
languages in the earlier literature remain distinct. Although these linguistic tools were available
before his time, Vedantadesika was the first to exercise the agency in working with both

linguistic spheres, especially in the context of self-surrender, in the most systematic and
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comprehensive manner in order to participate in discussions in these language spheres and
resolve the inconsistency in texts of the same languages. This is evident in his composition of
two treatises on self-surrender, the Sanskrit Nikseparaksa and the Manipravalam
Rahasyatrayasaram.

His decision to do so may be rooted in his inhabiting the two locations, making it
necessary for him to engage with these communities in both languages. Historical evidence also
shows that there was internal social fluctuation within the community due to the entrance of
different social groups and religious practices as well as political uncertainty, including the
invasion of Muslims and the fall of the Cola kingdom. Importantly, Vedantadesika attempted
to raise a stronger and more inclusive notion of “the tradition” (sampradaya), which was not
evident in the earlier literature, for the Srivaisnava community based on self-surrender. These
social factors may drive Vedantadesika to reconcile the accumulated discrepancies in
soteriological teachings and status of the Tamil scripture to form a harmonized theological
system based on varying strands of self-surrender in the Sanskrit and Manipravalam spheres.

The Nikseparaksa, which is the focus of Chapter 4, aims at engaging with Sanskrit
scriptures and previous viewpoints on self-surrender, especially those found in the Sanskrit
treatises dealt with in Chapters 2 and 3. Vedantadesika’s Sanskrit discussions on self-surrender
in this work reflect in the distilled manner the pressing and elaborate issues discussed in the
Manipravalam literature. The system of self-surrender in the Nikseparaksa remains subject to
the Sanskrit sphere of soteriology based on bhakti and contributes to the consolidation of the
Sanskrit sphere.

Next, Vedantadesika’s Rahasyatrayasaram, as shown in Chapter 5, reflects how the use

of Manipravalam makes possible the confluence of the two scriptures and the harmonization of
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the previous theological debates on self-surrender in Sanskrit and Manipravalam. This
harmonized system of self-surrender is an essential basis for the Srivaisnavas’ sense of “the
tradition” as it provides a significant shared identity for the community. Thus, Manipravalam
makes it possible for the intellectually and socially diverse body of Srivaisnavas to imagine a
unity based on self-surrender.

It should be noted that I have chosen to refer to the soteriological doctrine of self-
surrender as “self-surrender” throughout my dissertation instead of “prapatti” as used by some
other scholars, including Rajagopalan (1978), Raman (2007), and Freschi (2018), because the
Srivaisnava authors use several terms for this doctrine including “prapatti,” “sarandagati,”
“nyasa,” “niksepa,” “samasrayanra,” and so on. I intend to loosely translate all of these terms
as “self-surrender,” and throughout this work, when necessary, I identify the Sanskrit terms
each author uses to avoid placing a static notion of what this means or emphasizing a particular

term in order to capture the multiplicity of its definition.
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CHAPTER 1
FORMATION
In this chapter, | show the genealogy of two main soteriological doctrines of the Srivaisnavas,
bhakti and self-surrender, to reveal that their doctrinal origins were rooted in the respective
spheres of Sanskrit and Manipravalam. In fact, they emerged out of the formation of each
linguistic sphere by the most authoritative figure, Ramanuja, and his followers, the
Manipravalam commentators. While Ramanuja advocates bhakti as the only soteriological
means, his followers sought an alternative. Ramanuja used Sanskrit in the soteriological context
to express forms of authority, validation, and philosophy, shared with other philosophical
Sanskrit systems, especially Vedanta. After Ramanuja’s time, the Manipravalam commentators
on the Tamil scripture, most openly that of Nafciyar, promoted Tamil as belonging to the
community unlike Sanskrit which is not accessible to all. The Alvars’ Tamil hymns are
saturated with devotion, especially to God, which associates Tamil with an intimacy and a
relationship with the divine. The distinction in their linguistic mediums reflects the bordering
of the two language spheres of Sanskrit and Manipravalam which became evident around the
twelfth century despite a number of overlaps between the two spheres. While the linguistic
boundaries set by the authors discussed in this chapter do not emerge exclusively or explicitly
in relation to the doctrine of self-surrender or predestine the later linguistic changes, these
authors greatly influenced subsequent authors to the extent that their stories can help us
understand and imagine later engagements with the language spheres and the developments of
self-surrender. This chapter thus serves as a background for the remainder of this dissertation
and also outlines some of the social and historical contexts that likely influenced into the

linguistic movements and doctrinal discussions.
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Ramanuja is widely known as a proponent of Visistadvaita Vedanta and the doctrine of
meditative devotion or bhakti as reflected in his works, which are all in Sanskrit, such as the
Sribhasya, a commentary on a foundational scripture of Vedanta, the Brahmasitra; and the
Gitabhasya, a commentary on the Bhagavadgita, another Vedantic scriptural foundation.
Ramanuja’s system of Vedanta forms the philosophy that differs from the existing philosophical
schools such as Sankara’s Advaita (non-dualist) Vedanta and Bhaskara’s Bhedabheda
(difference and non-difference with God).”* Ramanuja was the head of the Srivaisnava
community having succeeded Nathamuni and Yamuna.”> Although himself a brahmazna from
around Kafcipuram, Ramanuja was hagiographically portrayed as being connected to other
temples in different areas, including Srirangam. According to the current Srivaisnava tradition,
he was initiated by Periya Nambi and had five teachers who educated him different heritages
in both Tamil and Sanskrit. These teachers were: Periya Nambi (Maha Pirna), Tirukottiyar
Nambi (Gosthi Piirna), Tirumalai Andan (Maladhara), Tiruvarangattu Perumal Araiyar, and
Periya Tirumalai Nambi (Sr1 Saila Parna).”® His connection with various communities and
Srivaisnava heritages suggests that he was as a unifying figure. Ramanuja is further regarded
as “one of the first great organizers of the temple administration” due to his advocation of a
more accessible Paficaratra ritual to replace Vedic ritual and his introduction of sidra
participants in temple administration.”* In addition to these socio-religious activities,

Ramanuja’s biographies primarily claimed that he promoted the Alvars’ anti-caste ideology,

™ Oberhammer in “The Influence of Orthodox Vaisnavism” proposes that the authors earlier than Ramanuja,
namely Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa, probably belonged to Vaisnava orthodoxy, the scholastic system that
preceded and influenced Ramanuja’s Visistadvaita Vedanta and South Indian Pancaratric traditions. For
Ramanuja’s differentiaion of his system from that of Bhaskara, see Neeval, Yamuna's Vedanta and Paricaratra.
2 Yamuna was Nathamuni’s grandson. These two were both brahmagpas according to the hagiographies
(Carman, The Theology of Ramanuja, 28).

3 1hid., 38-39.

4 Brockington, The Sacred Thread, 138. See also Champakalakshmi, Religion, Tradition, and Ideology, 268.
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and, they thus praise him as being a crucial socio-religious reformer of his time. The most
traditionally recognized sources of his biographies include the Divyasaricarita (c. twelfth
century) and Guruparamparaprabhavam, which are stories of the lineages and the lives of the
acaryas of the Sri Vaisnava tradition. In addition, there is a Sanskrit text of unknown date called
Prapannamritam, written by Anantacarya, which focuses on the life of Ramanuja.” Through
these acts, Ramanuja is perceived as associating himself with socio-religious reforms that focus
on an egalitarian ideology drawn from the Alvars, as Brockington points out:
The increased participation of worshippers from all social levels with the
establishment of more liberal Paficaratra spread from Srirangam to other
Vaisnava centers is one of Ramanuja’s main legacies to Vaisnava faith as a
whole, giving ritualized expression to the Alvars’ disregard of and even
opposition to caste restrictions, arising from the equality of all men before the
deity.’®
However, most of his own works present a different image; one of a Vedantin who was
immersed in the Sanskrit philosophical and intellectual world of Vedic orthodoxy. This
engagement is clearly seen in his teaching of bhakti as the main soteriological doctrine for the
community. I will now focus on the exploration of his works.
In the first section of this chapter, | investigate Ramanuja’s theological treatises related
to bhakti to show how his theological description of bhakti in his Sribhasya is indispensable to
the formation of the Srivaisnava philosophical system. Bhakti serves as a tool for the

Srivaisnava community to differentiate itself from the rival and preceding philosophical system

of Advaita Vedanta. Although the doctrine of bhakti was critical to the philosophical formation

75 See Ramakrishnananda’s Life of Sri Ramanuja, and Jagannathan, Impact of Sri Ramanujacarya.
76 Brockington, The Sacred Thread, 138. See also Dutta, From Hagiographies to Biographies, Chapter 5, for
Ramanuja’s image as an egalitarian.
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for the Srivaisnavas, it strictly conformed to Vedic orthodoxy and was available only to those
who were from the first three castes, brahmanas, ksatriyas, and vaisyas, and not sadras or
women. Its limitation prompted the creation of an alternative doctrine, self-surrender, which
was already rooted in the devotional expression of the Alvars.”’

There is no question that Ramanuja taught bhakti in his most important philosophical
treatise, the Sribhasya. However, later Srivaisnava authors claimed that Ramanuja also put
forward self-surrender as the soteriological doctrine instead of bhakti in some of his more
devotional works, namely the Gitabhasya and the Gadyatraya.”® In my opinion, the attribution
of self-surrender to Ramanuja is retrospective. Based on hagiographies from the medieval
period from the thirteenth century onward, Dutta also suggests that the attribution might have
been a reaction to the marginalized position of self-surrender in Ramanuja’s writings.”® Looking
at Ramanuja’s corpus, we can then see two potential issues. First, there is a discrepancy in his
soteriological teaching, where it can be said that Ramanuja proposed different doctrines in
different works. However, this can be understood if we take into account the fact that the
Gitabhdasya is a commentary, a genre that leaves less room for originality, while the Gadyatraya
is a devotional prose that invites more emotional expression and creativity. Second, it is difficult
to determine what the soteriological doctrine Ramanuja taught is and which one the community
should follow. Ramanuja’s ambivalence and unresolved teachings became a point of debate for

the generations that followed. The majority of post-Ramanuja authors, such as Periyavaccan

7 The notion of Tamil as the medium of devotional expression is true for these Vaisnava poets as well as the
Saiva poets who lived around the same time. See Peterson, Poems to Siva, for example.

78 | decide not to include Ramanuja’s Nityagrantha since it is not the focus of the authors dealt with in this
dissertation. For the translation and analysis of this work, see Clooney, “Ramanuja’s Nityam” and “Ramanuja’s
Nityagrantham.”

7 Dutta, From Hagiographies to Biographies, 197.
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Pillai and Vedantadesika, claimed that Ramanuja taught both doctrines in his Gitabhasya. In
contrast, | argue in the second section of this chapter that that Ramanuja consistently taught
bhakti as the soteriological doctrine and did not view self-surrender as a distinct soteriological
path even in the Gitabhasya.

Unlike the way that the Gitabhasya consistently presents bhakti as the main doctrine
with self-surrender as its auxiliary, many elements in the Gadyatraya makes it difficult to
identify Ramanuja’s intention. Thus, in exploring this work in the third section, I rely on the
scholarly studies and the Srivaisnavas’ commentaries on the text to better understand its
complex features and theological points. I highlight that the Gadyatraya can be considered the
precursor of the Manipravalam sphere based on its incorporation of the Tamil devotional
attitude and what the post-Ramanuja authors regarded as the three secrets (rahasya) or sacred
formulas (mantra): the Miila or Tirumantra, “Aum, I pay obeisance to Narayana” (‘“aum namo
narayanaya”); the Dvaya, “I surrender at the two feet of Narayana with Sri. | pay obeisance to
Narayana with Sr” (“srimannarayapacaranau prapadye. srimate narayanaya namak”); and
the Caramasloka, “Having abandoned all dharma, come to Me alone as refuge. | will free you
from all sins. Do not grieve” (“sarvadharman parityajya mam ekam saranam vraja. aham tva
moksayisyami ma sucak”).2° It should be noted that Ramanuja did not yet refer to the category
of the three secrets or the “rahasyas.” These were first mentioned by his disciple, Parasara
Bhattar, whose date is debatable (c. 1062-1090, 1085-1090, 11221154, or 1123-1174), in his

Astasloki as will be discussed in Chapter 2.8* The paradigm of the three secrets was then

80 See section 2.3.1 for the genealogy of the three secrets.

81 The first two dates are proposed by Rangachari, The Sri Vaishnava Brahmins, 42, and Padmanabhan,
Parasarabhagra, 6-7. The last two dates are found in Mumme, The Mumuksuppati of Pi//ai Lokacarya,
Appendix 1, 211.
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comprehensively developed in Manipravalam independent treatises especially devoted to the
interpretation of them, the rahasyagranthas.82 The Srivaisnavas’ Manipravalam is suitable to
convey the “secret” teachings meant only for the community since, as Ajay Rao argues, it is
“an insider register” for the elite and intellectual Srivaisnavas.®

In the final section, we will see that self-surrender, as an outgrowth of Ramanuja’s
devotional expression in his Gadyatraya, evidently emerged as another doctrine, an alternative
to bhakti, in the Manipravalam commentaries. Even though Ramanuja and his predecessors,
such as Nathamuni and Yamuna, composed texts only in Sanskrit, the community believes that
they all had strong connections with the Tamil scripture. Nathamuni is traditionally attributed
with the compiliation of the Nalayirativiyappirapantam.®* Then, Yamuna encapsulated the
devotional attitudes of the Alvars in his devotional Sanskrit poem, the Stotraratna.®® Lipner
convincingly and clearly explains Ramanuja’s decision to compose works only in Sanskrit:

The tenor of Ramanujan’s thinking and the tradition that all his works were in

Sanskrit make it clear that, if he wished to publicize the Tamil VVaisnava sources,

he wished more to establish as universal a base as possible for his system. For

this it is necessary to write in the lingua franca of orthodox Hindu scholarship —

Sanskrit — and to appeal to sources with the widest scholarly and religious

authority. This meant that, in the main, Ramanujan attacked his opponents on

common ground in so far as they sought similarly to accredit their views, and
that he used common sources to state his own case.8

However, Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya, for example, shows his connection with Tamil

82 Venkatachari categorizes this group of texts within the corpus of sampradayagranthas or traditional works,
that include the rahasyagranthas and other independent works (The Manipravala Literature of the Srivaisnava
Acaryas, 1).

8 Rao, Re-Figuring the Ramayana as Theology, 19.

84 Nathamuni further divides the Tamil corpus into those that should be recited (iyarpa) and sung (icaipa).
Narayanan, The Vernacular Veda, Chapters 6 and 7.

8 For the analysis of the Stotraratna, see Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 48, and
Narayanan, The Way and the Goal, Chapter 2.

8 Lipner, The Face of Truth, 6.
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heritage. Nayar supports that “Ramanuja provided certain theological openings for several
features of Alvar spirituality.”®” The community also records that Ramanuja commissioned his
disciple, Tirukkurukaip Piran Pillan, to compose the first commentary in Manipravalam. The
Manipravalam commentaries on the Tiruvaymo/i also account for Ramanuja’s acknowledgment
and views on Tamil scripture. Although the references to Ramanuja are not elaborate, Francis
Clooney suggests that the “small-scale” evidence makes it more credible that Ramanuja must
have engaged with Tamil scripture. Moreover, the devotional presence in Ramanuja’s Vedanta

system might have been influenced by the Alvars’ devotionalism:

It is still a fact that Ramanuja’s entirely Sanskrit body of writings does not hint
that he knew Tamil or even the alvar literature. Yet there is some evidence for
his indebtedness to Tamil. The Itu, Nampillai’s great teaching of Tiruvymoli as
recorded by Vatakkutiruvitippillai, on occasion, even in passing, refers to
Ramanuja as a reader of the Tamil, and in very specific instances. At 1.4.3, for
example, Ramanuja is remembered as making a subtle point regarding the lord’s
deceit. The verse reads in part, “He came as a small dwarf, by his wits he begged
the earth, that trickster. I’ve lost my wits because of him...”. An elder teacher,
Tirumalai Antan followed the older interpretations of Alavantar (more familiarly
known as Yamuna) and read “trickster” simply as referring to the dwarf’s
tricking Bali. Ramanuja agrees that the dwarf was helping Indra to regain his
kingdom but denies that such is the lord’s primary concern. Rather, he had
decided to trick the alvar, to make him fall in love with him in this small,
innocuous dwarf form—and then to suddenly steal his heart. Such anecdotes—
and there are many of them—are small-scale and particular, and we see no sign
of any grand mythic narrative of Ramanuja’s relationship to Tiruvaymoli.
Indeed, the fact that references to Ramanuja’s reading of the poetry are so
undramatic and small-scale gives the idea more credibility. The presence of
emotion and personalism in his writing and his insistence that his intense
devotion is Vedanta make more sense if one premises that he was influenced by
the devotionalism of the alvars.®

The traditional record, the Vartamalai (c. fourteenth century), also portrays Ramanuja receiving

87 Nayar, Poetry as Theology, 9.
8 Carman and Narayanan, The Tamil Veda, xi.
8 Clooney, “The Use of Sanskrit as a Theological Resource,” 17.
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education in the Tamil scripture from the lineage of Yamuna:*®

...Nampi told Ramanuja that he should now proceed to learn the
Tiruvaymoli from Tirumalaiyantan and handed him over to the teacher and left.
When Nampi proceeded to the temple, he saw Antan ther[e] and asked: What
are you doing here instead of giving a commentary on the Tiruvaymoli? Antan
replied: I left because (Ramanuja) invented new explanations which | have never
heard from Alavantar (Yamuna).

‘What was Ramanuja’s interpretation?” asked Nampi (and Antan
explained in detail)...‘O, I have heard that version also from Alavantar,” said
Nampi and continued, ‘Just as the Lord Krishna (while He was on this earth)
learnt from the guru Santipan, so too Ramanuja listening to the Tiruvaymoli
from you! Ramanuja will never say anything that Alavantar would not approve
of... %t

Despite these accounts, the engagement with the Tamil scripture was only evident after the time
of Ramanuja in the Manipravalam commentaries. In the last section of this chapter, I argue that
the doctrine of self-surrender, the one that is evidently distinct from bhakti as seen in the
theological treatises of the medieval Srivaisnavas, is the product of this emerging
Manipravalam sphere. The most significant function of these commentaries is the formation of
scriptural sources, terminology, and theological principles based on the Tamil scripture and its
modes of devotional and intimate expression. The commentaries regarded the Tiruvaymoli as
Tamil scripture and centered it as the main source of normativity and expression in the
Manipravalam sphere. They also incorporated the materials that previously appeared in the
Alvars’ Tamil hymns and the epics or itihasas, namely the Ramayazna and the Mahabharata.
These sources, combined with those derived from Ramanuja’s Sanskrit sphere of soteriology,

construct the Manipravalam commentaries and the development of self-surrender.

% Venkatachari attributes this text to Pinpalakiyaperumaljiyar who may have been the disciple of both Nampillai
and Periyavaccan Pillai (The Manipravala Literature of the Srivaisnava Acaryas, 159-160). However, his
authorship and date are unclear.

91 Rajagopalan, “The ST Vaisnava Understanding of Bhakti and Prapatti,” 476-477.
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1.1 Ramanuja’s Sanskrit Sphere

This section reveals that Ramanuja’s teaching of the doctrine of bhakti presents the
Srivaisnavas’ Sanskrit sphere, its normativity and its expressivity, in the soteriological context.
Despite being preceded by authors such as Nathamuni and Yamuna who are traditionally
believed to have composed some Sanskrit works, Ramanuja systematically established the
Sanskrit norms and expressions.®? This is evident in his theorization of bhakti that was more
elaborate than what we see in, for example, Yamuna’s summary of the Bhagavadgita, the
Gitarthasamgraha.®® The soteriological defense of bhakti is indispensable to the constitution of
Ramanuja’s new branch of Vedanta. Compared to self-surrender, bhakti can be distinct from
Advaita Vedanta factual knowledge to liberation (moksa) and more grounded in the Vedantic
scriptural domain. Specifically, Ramanuja develops the main characteristic for any
soteriological doctrine, including self-surrender, namely Vedantic ritual status and the
normative elements a doctrine should encompass: the Vedantic scripture and Mimamsa, the
Vedic hermeneutics and ritual system that precedes Vedanta as an exegetical system. These
characteristics offer demarcating factors for a soteriological doctrine and its validation. But, the
doctrine of bhakti comes with its own limitation as it is accessible by only the first three castes

(varras)—brahmana, ksatriya, and vaisya—who can study the Vedas.

92 Nathamuni was reputedly the author of a non-extent work, the Yogarahasya, and Yamuna, his successor,
composed his treatises all in Sanskrit, namely the Siddhitraya, Gitarthasamgraha, and Agamapramanya, and
also the poems like the Stotraratna and Catusslokz. See Carman, Theology of Ramanuja, 23-26, and Nayar,
Poetry as Theology, 7-8.

% Yamuna’s Gitarthasamgraha divides the whole Bhagavadgita into three sections according to the three paths
(yogas), which are the soteriological means outlined in the Bhagavadgita: Chapters 1-6 deal with the path of
action and knowledge (karma- and jiiana-yoga); Chapters 7-12 focus on the path of devotion (bhaktiyoga); and,
finally, Chapters 13-18 explain other topics related to the three yogas and the relationship between God and the
soul. After, summarizing all the chapters in the Bhagavadgita, in one verse per chapter, Yamuna delineates the
main points, including the three yogas and the one of wisdom (jriani), who is the best among the devotees.
Ultimately, Yamuna establishes the Bhagavadgita as the main scripture regarding the soteriological doctrine of
bhakti. For the whole text and translation, see Buitenen, Ramanuja on the Bhagavadgita, 177-182.
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The Sribhasya’s lengthy commentary on Brahmasitra 1.1.1 can be split into two
sections (minor and major). Then, each of those can be divided into two sub-sections, one for
the potential opponent (pizrvapaksa) and the other devoted to the proponent (siddhanta).®* At
the beginning of the section on the minor proponent, Ramanuja addresses the critical
soteriological issue between Advaita Vedanta and his system of Vedanta. Although the two
Vedantas agree that liberation is the cessation of ignorance that comes about by the knowledge
of God in the ultimate form of Brahman (brahmavijiiana) enjoined in the Upanisads, they have
different views regarding the nature of this knowledge.®® The issue centers on the question of
whether knowledge of the sentential meaning of the Upanisadic passages proposed by Advaita
Vedanta or knowledge, based on the sentence-meaning, in the form of the meditative worship
of God is the means to liberation:

The response in this regard [against the Advaitins] is that we agree that liberation

is indeed cessation of ignorance, as you stated, and that cessation is only due to

the knowledge of Brahman. [However,] it is to be discussed what form of this

knowledge intended to be enjoined by Upanisadic passages for the cessation of

ignorance is. Is it only the knowledge of the meaning of [Upanisadic] passages

from a sentence? Or is it the knowledge, consisting of the worship [of Brahman],

based on that [sentential meaning]?°
Ramanuja immediately rejects the first kind of knowledge and provides two reasons for

accepting the second kind. The first reason aims to preserve the injunctive function and

authority of the Upanisads. According to Ramanuja, if we were to accept the first kind of

% For the analysis of this section and its theological significance, see Carman, The Theology of Ramanuja.
% For more information on the Upanisads, see Olivelle, The Early Upanisads.

% Ramanuja, Sribhasya (Madras: Ubhaya Vedanta Granthamala, 1963), 15: atrocyate—yad uktam,
‘avidyanivrttir eva moksap; sa ca brahmavijiianad eva bhavati’ iti—tad abyupagamyate. avidyanivyttaye
vedantavakyair vidhitsitam jaanam kim rapam iti vivecaniyam—Xkim vakyad vakyarthajianamatra, uta
tanmalam upasanatmakam jaanam iti.
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knowledge as a means to liberation, there would be no use for the injunctive passages in the
Upanisads since the knowledge from hearing and understanding the Upanisadic passages does
not need to be enjoined. Second, there is no scriptural support for the view that ignorance can
be removed by mere knowledge from the Upanisads:

[To answer,] It is not the first alternative, which is the knowledge, arising from

[Upanisadic] passages. [The first reason is that] [that knowledge] can indeed by

attained from the [meaning of] the sentence even without any injunctions. [The

second reason is that] only that much [knowledge] cannot stop the ignorance.®’
Ramanuja then claims that the knowledge that leads a person to liberation must be different
from the knowledge derived from the meaning of the Upanisadic passages. As we will see in
what follows, in order to validate bhakti, Ramanuja asserts that the Upanisads enjoin bhakti, a
kind of knowledge, which is synonymous with knowledge (vedana) of God in the ultimate form
of Brahman, meditation (dhyana), and meditative worship (upasana) as the means to liberation.

Ramanuja ultimately concludes that soteriological knowledge which should be
undertaken is equivalent to the meditative worship of God (upasana), which is synonymous
with bhakti. He also harmonizes different Vedantic passages, which he views as soteriological
teachings, to defend the position that the Upanisads unitedly propose bhakti as the only
soteriological doctrine. His argument can be outlined as follows. First, Ramanuja indicates that
soteriological knowledge is equal to meditation, which “has the form of the continuous stream
of remembrance like a stream of 0il.”% He then argues that this remembrance has the same

form as perception.®® Next, the remembrance in the form of perception is characterized as the

9 Ibid., 15-16: na tavat vakyajanyasm:; tasya vidhanam antarepapi vakyad eva siddhez;
tavanmatrepavidyanivrtty anupalabdhes ca.

% Ibid., 17: dhyanam ca tailadharavadavicchinnasmytisantanaripam.

9 1bid.: sa ca smrtir darsanasamanakara.
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nature of the knowledge of Brahman which is the same as the meditative worship: “It is just
that knowledge in the form of worship, which is repeated more than once, that is described as
constant remembrance.”*% To support this position, Ramanuja cites a view of Brahmanandin
(fifth century?), who commented on the Chandogya Upanisad.'® Ramanuja claims that,
according to Brahmanandin, the knowledge of Brahman, enjoined in the Upanisads, refers to
meditative worship: “All of this is explained by the author of The Sentences (i.e.,
Brahmanandin), ‘Knowledge should be worship, due to hearing regarding that object.” What is
stated [in this statement] is that the knowledge enjoined as the means to liberation in all the
Upanisads is the meditative worship [of Brahman].”1%?

In the final step, Ramanuja shows that meditative worship (upasana) is synonymous
with bhakti. Thus, the word “bhakti” can be used to speak about knowledge in the form of
meditative remembrance. He validates this argument with authoritative passages from the
Vedantic sources, namely the Svetasvatara Upanisad, the Taittiriya Aranyaka, and the
Bhagavadgita. While the first two sources are classified as sruti, the most authoritative
scriptural corpus in Vedic orthodoxy, the Bhagavadgita belongs to the secondary revelation
group of smyti, the scriptures that are remembered from the Vedas, for example itihasas and
Puranas:192

Indeed, the constant remembrance, having that form, is referred to by the word

“bhakti” since the word “bhakti” is synonymous to the meditative worship. Such

a manner is, thus, prescribed by sruti and smrti as follows: “Only when a man
knows him does he pass beyond death” [Svetasvatara Upanisad 3.8], “A person

100 |bid., 18: tasyaiva vedanasyopasanariipasyasakrdavrttasya dhruvanusmytitvam upavargitam.

101 Nakamura, 4 History of Early Vedanta Philosophy, Vol. 2. For the Chandogya Upanisad, see Olivelle, The
Early Upanisads, Chapter 2.

102 Ramanuja, Sribhasya, 18: vakyakarenaitat sarvam prapaiicitam—(vakyagranthas)—“vedanam upasanam
syat tadvisaye sravanat” iti sarvasipanisatsu moksasadhanataya vihitam vedanam upasanam ity uktam.

103 For the Bhagavadgita passages, see vol. 2, 336 and 110, respectively.
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who knows Him in this way becomes immortal in this world. There is no other

path for going forth” [Purusasikta 17], “I cannot be seen as I am through the

Vedas, penance, charity, and worship, as you have [now] seen me. However,

Arjuna, | can be known, seen, and entered truly as | am by exclusive devotion,

O Arjuna!” [Bhagavadgita 11.53-54], “Arjuna, the Supreme Person is to be

attained by exclusive devotion” [Bhagavadgita 8.22].104

Moreover, Ramanuja defends bhakti as a valid Vedantic doctrine through the
hermeneutic and ritual system of Mimamsa, which is devoted to the systematization of Vedic
rituals and interpretation.’%> Ramanuja, followed by the later Srivaisnava authors, regards the
Mimamsasatra of Jaimini (c. 200 BC) as the first part (Parva Mimamsa) with the Brahmasiitra
as the next part (Uttara Mimamsa) of the single interpretative system (ekasastra).%® Both parts
form a unified hermeneutic basis for his Vedantic system. According to Ramanuja, the first part
outlines the sacrificial rituals, whose results are little and temporary. The realization of their
provisional results urges a desire to study the subsequent part of the Vedic scripture—the
Upanisads explained in the Brahmasatra—which offers the best possible result, eternal
liberation, through the knowledge of Brahman. Thus, the study of the first part, which is related
to rituals (Karma-mimamsa) is to be followed by the second part on Brahman (Brahma-
mMIimamsa):

Investigation is the desire to know. Since, for desire, it is the desired thing that

is predominant, it is the desired knowledge that is intended to be enjoined here.
Because the results of ritual actions known through the first part of Mimamsa

104 Ramanuja, Sribhasya, 19: evamripa dhruvanusmytir eva bhaktisabdenabhidhiyate; upasanaparyayatvad
bhaktisabdasya | ata eva srutismytibhir evam abhidhiyate—“tam eva viditva i mrtyum eti”, tam evam vidvan
amrta iha bhavati | nanyak pantha ayanaya vidyate”, “naham vedair na tapasa na danena na cejyaya | sakya
evam vidha drastum drstavanasi mam yatha || bhaktya tv ananyaya sakya aham evamvidho ‘rjuna! | jaatum
draszum ca tattvena pravesium ca parantapa!”, “purusa/ sa paraj partha! bhatya labhyastv ananyaya” iti. The
Svetasvatara Upanisad passage is translated by Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, 421. For the full text, see ibid.,
420.

105 For other dcaryas’ reception of Mimamsa, see Freschi, “SrT Vaisnavism.”

106 Jaimini’s Mimamsasitra is commented by Sabara in the Sabarabhdsya, which is then commented on by
Kumarila. See McCrea, “Mimamsa.”
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are little and temporary, and because the knowledge of Brahman ascertained
through the subsequent part has results that are infinite and un-decaying, what
is stated is that Brahman is to be known after the knowledge of ritual actions in
the first part, and precisely because of that [knowledge of ritual actions]. The
commentator stated that “The intention to know Brahman is after the previously
occurring acquisition of ritual actions.” It will be stated also [by the
commentator] that there is unity of Mimamsa related to ritual actions and one
related to Brahman [in the statement,] “There is establishment of unity of the
system [of Mimamsa] since the Vedanta (sariraka) is accompanied with sixteen
chapters of Jaimini.” Thus, there is a division of the first and subsequent parts
of Mimamsa by the [internal] division of matters which are desired to be
communicated, just like the divisions of the [two sets of] six chapters and like
the division between individual chapters [within the Mimamsa system]. The
Mimamsasutra begins with “Now, thus, the investigation of dharma”
[Mimamsasutra 1.1.1] and concludes in this way, “There is non-repetition from
the word [which states] non-repetition” [Brahmasitra 4.4.22]. There is a
specific order by means of a specific connection [at each point]. 1%

In the context of bhakti, the first part needs to be studied before the second part since
the first part provides the knowledge of ritual actions, which are required to be performed as
instruments of bhakti.’®® However useful Mimamsa may have been in giving methods that the
Vedantins can use in ritual and interpretative arguments, Ramanuja’s incorporation of

Mimamsa as the first part of his exegetical foundation brings with it a significant restraint. Since

the first step to undertake bhakti is the study of the Vedas and, according to Mimamsa, the

107 Ramanuja, Sribhasya, 7 and 9: jiatum iccha jijiiasa. icchaya isyamanapradhanatvad isyamanam jfianam iha
vidhiyate. mimamsapirvabhagajfiatasya karmano ’Ipasthiraphalatvat uparitanabhagavaseyasya
brahmajfignasyanantaksayaphalatvac ca parvavrttat karmajfianad anantaram tata eva hetor brahma
jAatavyamityuktam bhavati. tad aha vrttikarah—"vrttat karmadhigamad anantaram brahmavividisa” iti.
vaksyati ca karmabrahmamimamsayor aikasastryam, "samhitam etac charirakam jaiminiyena sodasalaksaneneti
sastraikatvasiddhiz” iti. atas pratipipadayisitarthabhedena saskabhedavat adhyayabhedavac ca
parvottaramimamsayor bhedas. mimamsasastram, “athato dharmajijiiagsa” ity arabhya, “anavrttis sabdad
anavrttih sabdat” ity evamantam sangativisesena visisrakramam. For Brahmasiitra 4.4.22, see the edition with
Ramanuja’s Sribhasya (Madras: Ubhaya Vedanta Granthamala, 1963), 888. See Mimamsasitra 1.1.1 in
Mimamsdadarsana (Pune: Anandasrama), vol. 1, 1.

108 Ramanuja, Sribhasya, 19. In another place, Ramanuja argues that, just as the knowledge of Brahman is to be
repeatedly contemplated on, these ritual actions must be performed as long as the performer lives, according to
his caste and stage of life. They are necessary for the maintaining of the performer’s eligibility to perform the
contemplation on Brahman. (tasyaiva vedanasya dhyanaripasyaharaharanusthiyamanasya
abhyasadheyatisayasya aprayanad anuvartamanasya brahmapraptisadhanatvat tadupattaye
sarvapyasramakarmani yavajjivam anustheyani).
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Vedas can only be studied by those outside the three higher castes, only those from the three
higher castes are eligible to perform bhakti.’%® Therefore, those outside the three higher castes,
including the sizdras, cannot perform bhakti due to their inability to study the Vedas. Ramanuja
explains the restraint in the section on the exclusion of sidras (apasadradhikarana,
Brahmasitra 1.3.9) in his Sribhasya.'10

The knowledge and the meditative worship of Brahman can be attained only through
the study of the first and the subsequent parts of the Vedas. Since sizdras cannot study them
both, they cannot know and worship Brahman. Even if sizdras desire liberation, they cannot
perform the means to attain God without any knowledge. Nor can they attain the knowledge
from itihasas, namely the Mahabharata and the Ramayara, and Puranas, which are all regarded
in the Sribhasya as a supplement of the VVedas. The study of these supplemental scriptures only
benefits sizdras through the destruction of their sins, so that they can be reborn in any of the
three higher castes and, as a result, become eligible to study the Vedas in their next lives.
However, the study of these scriptures is not enough to provide sizdras the knowledge of and
the means to attain Brahman since itihasa and Puranas rely on the Vedas. Ramanuja states:

It is not possible for a sudra to have eligibility [to undertake bhakti] since they

cannot [study the Vedas]. A person who does not know the nature of Brahman,

the worship of Him, and the manner [of the meditative worship] would not know

the auxiliaries of that worship such as the recitation of the Vedas, the sacrificial

rituals, and so on. [Thus,] it is not possible that that person would be able to
complete the meditative worship of Brahman. Even if that incapable person has

199 The section on the exclusion of siidras with respect to eligibility for the Vedic study and sacrificial rituals
can be found from Mimamsasitra 6.1.26-38. According to Sabara, Mimamsasiitra 6.1.26 to Mimamsasiitra
6.1.32 propose the views of other Vedic teachers. Jaimini then put forward his argument and reason in
Mimamsasitra 6.1.33. Sabara comments on Mimamsasitra 6.1.33 that the Vedas refer to the fire required for the
undertaking of Vedic study only in the case of the twice-born without mentioning sizdras. Thus, sidras are not
eligible for the Vedic study since they cannot be initiated for the Vedic study. See Sabarabhasya on
Mimamsasiitra 6.1.33, vol. 4, 1379.

110 Ramanuja, Sribhasya 1.3.33-39, 370-380. For the opinions on the exclusion of sidras in the later
Manipravalam literature, see Clooney, “Fierce Words.”
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a desire for [that meditative worship] [...] Thus, it is not possible for a sidra to

have capability for the Meditative worship, since it is only for a person who

knows one’s own Vedic recension as prescribed by the injunction for Vedic

study. Only in so far as itihasas and Puranas support the VVedas can they become

a means since they are not independent [of the Vedas]. The permission for a

sudra to listen to itihasas and Puranas is for the results such as the destruction

of sins, not for the meditative worship.*
As we have seen in this section, the doctrine of bhakti is the protagonist of Ramanuja’s
soteriological system. In his teaching of bhakti in his Sribhasya, Ramanuja establishes the
norms and expressions that are essential to the systematization of self-surrender in the
Manipravalam and Sanskrit treatises. That said, it is also important to note that Ramanuja does
not mention self-surrender in his Sribhasya.*2 The medieval Srivaisnava authors explain the
absence of self-surrender in the Sribhasya by arguing that Ramanuja taught self-surrender for
all of the Srivaisnavas in a more secret and intimate space meant only for the community of his
followers such as the Gadyatraya, while he proposed bhakti for the opposing philosophical and
theological systems such as Advaita Vedanta.

One of the earliest pieces of evidence for this explanation can be found in Periyavaccan

Pillai’s Manipravalam commentary on Ramanuja’s Saranagatigadya, the first among the three

gadyas.!'? In the introduction, Periyavaccan Pillai explains that Ramanuja defended the first

doctrine to remove doubts of Advaita Vedanta but then offered self-surrender in the Gadyatraya

111 Ramanuja, Sribhasya, 372—373: na siadrasyadhikarak sambhavati, samarthyabhavat. na hi
brahmasvarzipatadupasanaprakaram ajanataj tadangabhitaveda@nuvacanayajiiadisv anadhikytasya
upasanopasamharasamarthyasambhavalk. asamarthasya carthitvasadbhave ‘py adhikaro na sambhavati.
asamarthyam ca vedadhyayanabhavat [ ...] ato 'dhyayanavidhisiddhasvadhyayadhigatajfianasyaiva
brahmopasanopayatvat sizdrasya brahmopasanasamarthyasambhavah. itihasapurane api vedopabymhanam
kurvatz evopayabhavam anubhavatak; na svatantryepa. sadrasyetihasapurapasravapanujianam
papaksayadiphalartham; nopasanartham.

112 Note that the word “prapatti” cannot be found anywhere in the Sribhasya.

113 For the loose translation of the whole text, see Ramanujam, Gadyatrayam of Bhagavad Ramanuja, 19-20.
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for the followers.!'* This commentarial account supports my understanding that Ramanuja
needs to provide a soteriological doctrine through which his system can differentiate itself from
Advaita Vedanta for his new Vedantic system. Due to the Advaita Vedanta claim that factual
knowledge based on listening to the Upanisadic passages is liberative, Ramanuja defines bhakti
not only as knowledge but knowledge that has to be performed or meditated based on the
Upanisadic injunctions. Ramanuja’s defense further affirms the role of Mimamsa and the
Vedanta scriptural corpus in the soteriological development of bhakti. Compared to self-
surrender, which has fewer accounts in the Vedantic sources like the Upanisads and the
Bhagavadgita as we will see in the following chapters, bhakti presents itself as a more
convincing and appealing doctrine for Ramanuja’s new Vedanta system due to its Sanskrit

scriptural sources that are shared by other Vedantic systems. Although the soteriological

114 Periyavaccan Pillai’s commentary on the Gadyatraya (Chennai: RNR Printers & Publishers, 2013), 1: “In the
Sribhasya, to reject the wrong views that only the knowledge rising from the [Upanisadic] statements like
“That’s how you are” (tattvamasi) [Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.7] is the means to liberation and that only the
combination of karmayoga and jiianayoga is the means to liberation, he [Ramanuja] affirms that only the
knowledge which consists of the meditative worship and has a form of devotion (bhakti) is the means to
liberation as prescribed in the Upanisads. It has ritual action as its auxiliary and can be referred to by the terms,
knowledge (vedana), meditation (dhyana), meditative worship (upasana) and so on. Good followers may believe
that since this meaning [of bhakti] is favored by Ramanuja it is it is the only thing that should be known as the
means to liberation. Ramanuja, knowing that, reveals the fact that self-surrender (prapatti) is the meaning that
they should know, [so that they can] resort to this means. Thus, if one were to ask, why Ramanuja does not reject
the wrong views by talking about this self-surrender. [The answer is that], Ramanuja sees that it is inappropriate
to reveal this meaning, which is a supreme secret, to those who are not connected to the community, just like [it
is not suitable for a brahmaga to] teach the Vedas to the outcastes. [Therefore], he destroys them [those with
wrong views] through the scripture that they are familiar with [in the Sribhasya] and explains his own standpoint
(svasiddhanta) which is the true meaning of the scripture [in the Gadyatraya].” (sripasyattil—tat tvam asi” (tat
tvam asi) ityati vakyajanyajianame moksasadhanam eprum, karmajiignasamuccayamé moksasadhanam eprum
collukira tattrsrika/ai nirasikkakkaka, karmangakam ay, vedanadhyanopasanatisabdavacyamay,
bhaktirizpapannamana upasanatmakajianamé védantapratipatyamana moksasadharam enru ivar niscayittu
aru/icceykaiyalé ivar moksasatanamaka arutiyizza artham ituvéy enrukonsu tammuyaiya ruciparikruhitamana
arthattaiye visvasittu irukkum sadhvikar ittaiye visvasittu irukkakkzaz:um epru parttaruli,
acaryaruciparigrhitamumay, tamakkut tasicamakat tam arutiyizzu irukkum artham prapattiy ennum izattai
ikkatyarapena veliyigzu arufukirar. anal, ipprapattitanpaiyé kopzu kudrstinirasanam pannatu olivan enna ennil:
prahmanan cantalapukku vedattai upadesittar pole turastaranavarka/ukkup paramarahasyamana ivvarthattai
ve/iyirav opnatu epru parttu, avarka/ if/inta sastramukhattaléye avarka/ai nirasittu, sastratatparyamana
svasiddhantattai immukhattale veliyizukirar). The translation of the Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.7 is by Olivelle,
The Early Upanisads, 252—253.

53



normativity that Ramanuja formed here was later incorporated into the doctrine of self-
surrender, they were originally meant for expounding bhakti and not the newly developed

doctrine of self-surrender.

1.2 Bhakti in Ramanuja’s Gitabhasya

It is my contention that Ramanuja still viewed self-surrender as a devotional attitude in his
Gitabhasya despite the later authors’ claims that he taught self-surrender as an alternative to
bhakti in this work. Their claims might be rooted in the respect for Ramanuja as the most
significant acarya. As the one who established the first soteriological doctrine for the
community, Ramanuja became the most critical normative figure for validating self-surrender.
Given this, it is possible that the later authors felt the need to argue that Ramanuja not only
approved of self-surrender, but also taught it in his own works.

In this section, | analyze Ramanuja’s teaching of bhakti in the Gitabhasya.'*> The
selection of passages that | explore is led by Srilata Raman in Self-surrender (Prapatti) to God
in Srivaispavism (2007), the most comprehensive study on Ramanuja’s Gitabhasya.!*® The first
commentary on the Bhagavadgita in the Srivaisnava literary corpus, the Gitabhasya, is
influenced by a Sanskrit summary of the Bhagavadgita, the Gitarthasamgraha, by Yamuna
(traditional dates: c. 918-1038). Following Yamuna, Ramanuja regards the Bhagavadgita as
one of the Vedantic scriptures and the foundation for his soteriology of bhakti. Investigating

Ramanuja’s Gitabhasya, Raman focuses on the commentary of Chapters 7 and 18 of the

115 Ramanuja, “Gitabhdsya,” in The Bhagavad-Gita with Eleven Commentaries, ed. Gajanana Shambhu Sadhale
Shastri (Delhi: Parimal Publications), 1991 (vol. 1), 1936 (vol. 2), and 1938 (vol. 3).

116 See Buitenen, Ramanuja on the Bhagavadgita, and Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in
Srivaispavism.
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Bhagavadgita.*'” According to Raman, Ramanuja refers to self-surrender, the one which is a
penultimate step to the path of devotion (bhaktiyoga), in Bhagavadgita 7.14. Here is the second
half of Ramanuja’s commentary, translated and analyzed by Raman:
He [Krishna] talks of the means which will free one from maya. Those

who approach me alone for refuge, whose intention is true, who is supremely

compassionate and the refuge of the entire world, impervious to distinctions,

cross over this my maya, composed of the strands. The meaning is that, casting

off [that] maya they will worship me alone.

Here it is clearly stated that the maya can only be crossed through taking

refuge (sarana) with Krishna, which is then described as a means (upaya) to this

end.!1®

Raman further notes that self-surrender which is subordinate to bhaktiyoga is specific
for those without wisdom (non-j7iani) or those who are not considered the best of the devotees.
This characterization is based on Bhagavadgita 7.16, which outlines the four groups of devotees
as follows: “Arjuna, four kinds of people with good deeds worship Me. They are the afflicted
one, the one who desires wisdom, the one who desires wealth, and the one of wisdom.”° The
devotees, except the one of wisdom, cannot undertake bhaktiyoga since they are deluded by
ignorance (maya). They, then, must perform self-surrender to drive away the ignorance before
beginning bhaktiyoga. This type of self-surrender is reiterated in Bhagavadgita 7.15.

The other type of self-surrender that is equal to bhaktiyoga and is suitable for the best

devotees, the one of wisdom (j7iani), can be seen in Bhagavadgita 7.19. Raman suggests that

Ramanuja interprets self-surrender as “jiani’s prapatti” or bhaktiyoga for the one of wisdom

117 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 26-40.

118 |bid., 29.

119 Bhagavadgita 7.16 in The Bhagavad-Gita with Eleven Commentaries, ed. Gajanana Shambhu Sadhale Shastri
(Delhi: Parimal Publications, 1936), vol. 2, 35: caturvidha bhajante mam janah sukrtino 'rjuna! | arto jijaasur

artharths jiiani ca bharatarsabha! || I chose to translate the word “j7iani” as “the one of wisdom” instead of “the
man of wisdom” as in Raman’s translation.
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since Ramanuja glosses the verb “to surrender” (prapad-) in the verse with the verb “to
worship” (upas-), which refers to bhaktiyoga. Here is Ramanuja’s commentary on

Bhagavadgita 7.19:

At the end of many births, one with knowledge surrenders to Me, thinking of
Me as everything. He who has great self is difficult to find [Bhagavadgita 7.19].

Surrender to Me is the result of no small number of auspicious births. It is
preceded by the knowledge of the true nature of the self as that whose sole
enjoyment is subordination to Me. “At the end of many births” means “at the
conclusion of auspicious births.” Having been the one of wisdom that “I, whose
only enjoyment is subordination to Vasudeva (Krsna or Visnu), am whose
nature, maintenance, and activities dependent on Him. God is superior to [to all]
by the innumerable classes of auspicious qualities,” he surrenders to Me,
thinking that “Vasudeva alone is my supreme goal and means. He is everything
desired by Me. [He surrenders to Me] means he worships Me. By saying, “He
who has a great self,” what is meant is “He who has a great mind.” By saying,
“[He] is difficult to find,” what is meant is “[He] is more difficult to find in the
world.”1?0

Raman then maps the same paradigm for the two types of self-surrender onto her analysis of

Ramanuja’s two interpretations of Bhagavadgita 18.66, arguing that:

Hence, we see that Ramanuja’s first interpretation of the Caramasloka deals with
Krishna’s promise to the highest category of devotees, the jiiani, who is already
practicing the three types of yogas and is now told to do the kind of prapatti
which is the equivalent of bhaktiyoga. Krishna, in turn, promises to free him
from any residual sins, which might constitute a final obstacle to his attainment.
Correspondingly, the second interpretation of the sloka seems to relate to the
prapatti of the other type of bhakta — whom I shall call the non-jiiani — who

120 Ramanuja, Gitabhasya 7.19, vol. 2, 220:

bahinam janmanam ante jiianavan mam prapadyate | vasudevah sarvam iti sa mahatma sudurlabha? ||
nalpasamkhyasankhyatanam punyajanmanam phalam idam, yan
macchesataikarasatmayathatmyajiianapurvakam matprapadanam; api tu bahiinam janmanam punyajanmanam
ante avasane vasudevasesataikaraso "ham tadayattatvasvarapasthitipravrttis ca; sa casankhyeyaih
kalyanagunaganaih paratara iti jianavan bhitva vasudeva eva mama paramaprapyam prapakam canyad api
yan manorathavartim sa eva mama tatsarvam iti mam yah prapadyate mam updste; sa mahatma mahamandh
sudurlabhak durlabhataro loke.
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is yet to commence bhaktiyoga and is unable to do so because of his sinfulness,

his lack of purity.t?

I agree with Raman’s analysis that self-surrender can serve as the penultimate step for
bhaktiyoga. Therefore, both Bhagavadgita 7.14 and 7.19 should indicate the sequence of self-
surrender as an auxiliary, followed by bhaktiyoga, which is the means for the one of wisdom.
In other words, self-surrender and bhaktiyoga form parts of the same process for the one of
wisdom, and the one who desires knowledge can probably apply the same process to attain
liberation as well. | understand that Ramanuja’s glossing of the verb “to surrender” in
Bhagavadgita 7.19 might indicate that the verse means to say “to worship” when it uses the
verb “to surrender” rather than saying that self-surrender can be equated to bhaktiyoga as
Raman points out. Ramanuja’s introduction to Chapter 7 of the Bhagavadgita affirms that self-
surrender is for the removal of the concealment of Matter (prakrti), which obstructs one from
attaining God, but not for the direct attainment of God:

In the seventh chapter here, [these things are] stated: 1) First, the true nature of

the Supreme Person who is to be worshipped; 2) His concealment by Matter

(prakrti); 3) Surrendering [oneself] to God for the removal of that

[concealment]; 4) The division of those who worship God; 5) The superiority of

the one of wisdom.?2

Let us now turn to Ramanuja’s commentary on Chapter 18. In the introduction to this

chapter, Ramanuja explicitly states that bhaktiyoga is the means for liberation and the essence

of the teaching:

121 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 38.

122 Ramanuja, Gitabhasya, Introduction to Chapter 7, vol. 2, 6: tatra saptame tavad
upasyabhitaparamapurusasvarapayathatmyam, prakrtya tattirodhanam, tannivyttaye bhagavatprapattis,
upasakavidhabheda#, jaaninaj sraisthyam cocyate.
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Then, these things are made known [in the eighteenth chapter]: 1) The identity
between abandonment and renunciation, which are shown to be the means to
liberation; 2) The nature of abandonment which is renunciation; 3) The
contemplation that the Lord who is the Master of all is the agent of all actions;
4) The necessity of the pure constituent (sattva-guza) [which is made known]
through the elaboration of the effects of the purity (sattva), passion (rajas), and
darkness (tamas); 5) The manner in which the attainment of the Supreme Person
is accomplished through the actions according to one’s caste which are
characterized as the worship of the Supreme Person; 6) [the fact that] bhaktiyoga
is the essence of the whole Bhagavadgita scripture.'?

The same sequence of self-surrender, followed by bhaktiyoga, appears in both of
Ramanuja’s two interpretations of Bhagavadgita 18.66. These interpretations of the verse
indicate that Arjuna should undertake bhaktiyoga to attain liberation. Importantly, both
interpretations present the subordinate ways to remove the obstacles on bhaktiyoga and the
devotees’ subordinate and dependent relationship to God, who is the means and the goal that is
liberation or the attainment of God. While the first interpretation states that the devotee who is
qualified for the three yogas, including karma, jiiana, and bhakti, should meditate on God as
the means and the goal, the second interpretation indicates that God is the means for the
beginning of bhaktiyoga for the devotee who is not yet eligible to perform this path. Ultimately,
both of Ramanuja’s interpretations culminate in bhaktiyoga and do not propose self-surrender
as an independent means. Ramanuja divides Bhagavadgita 18.66 into four parts as follows:

1) “Having abandoned all dharmas” (sarvadharman parityajya),

2) “come to Me alone for refuge” (mam ekam saranam vraja).

3) “I will free you from all sins” (aham tva sarvapapebhyo moksayisyami).
4) “Do not grieve” (ma sucah).

123 |bid., Introduction to Chapter 18, vol. 3, 284: anantaram moksasadhanataya nirdiszayoh tyagasannyasayor
aikyam, tyagasya sannyasasya ca svarapam, bhagavati sarvesvare ca sarvakarmanam kartrtvanusandhanam,
sattvarajastamasam karyavarpanena sattvagupasya avasyopadeyatvam, svavarpocitanam karmanam
paramapurusaradhanabhatanam paramapurusapraptir nirvartanaprakaras, krtsnasya gitasastrasya sarartho
bhaktiyoga ity ete pratipadyante.
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In his first interpretation, the focus is on the first two parts, “Having abandoned all
dharmas” and “come to me alone for refuge.” In this context, the devotee is defined as the one
who performs dharmas, which refer to the three yogas, and instructed to abandon the agency
and the result of the dharmas or the three yogas. The teaching on abandonment is supported by
the preceding passages of the Bhagavadgita, 18.4, 18.9, and 18.11.1%* The devotee should then
meditate on God in the form of Krsna, a manifestation of Visnu, as “the agent, the one to be
worshipped, the goal, and the means” concerning the dharmas. Ramanuja’s first commentary

goes as follows:

A person who is performing all dharmas in forms of karmayoga, jiianayoga, and
bhaktiyoga, which are the means to liberation, according to eligibility, with
excessive love, as a way of worshipping Me, that person, having abandoned the
results, actions, and agency, as already stated in the Bhagavadgita by Krsna,
meditate indeed on Me alone as the agent, the one to be worshipped, the goal,
and the means. This alone is the scriptural way to abandon dharmas, as is
explained very clearly at the beginning of this chapter, beginning with: “Listen
to my conclusion regarding the abandonment O Arjuna! Abandonment is
declared as three-fold O tiger among men!” [Bhagavadgita 18.4]; “Having
abandoned the attachment and also result, that abandonment is regarded as
virtuous” [Bhagavadgita 18.9]; “Because it is not possible to abandon actions
entirely for one who is in a body. But the one who abandons the result of an
action is called an abandoner” [Bhagavadgita 18.11]; “I will free you from all
sins” means “I will free you, existing in this way, from all sins, which have a
form of doing what should not to be done and not doing what to be done, which
are endless and are accumulated over a beginningless period of time and are
obstacles to the attainment of Me.” “Do not grieve” means “do not feel grief.”!?

124 For these Bhagavadgita passages, see vol. 3, 293, 301, and 303.

125 Ramanuja, Gitabhasya 18.66, vol. 3, 411-412: karmayogajiianayogabhaktiyogariipan sarvan dharman
paramanissreyasasadhanabhiitan madaradhanatvena atimatrapritya yathadhikaram kurvana evoktaritya
phalakarmakartrtvadiparityagena parityajya mam ekam eva kartaram aradhyam prapyam updayam
canusamdhatsva; esa eva sarvadharmanam $astriyaparityaga iti ‘niscayam srpu me tatra tyage bharatasattama!
| tyago hi purusavyaghra! trividhah samprakirtitah’ [18.4] ityarabhya ‘sangam tyaktva phalam caiva sa tyagah
sattviko matah’ [18.9] ‘na hi dehabhrta Sakyam tyaktum karmany asesatah. yastu karmaphalatyagt sa tyagity
abhidhiyate’ [18.11] ityadhyayadau sudyrdham upapaditam. ‘aham tva sarvapapebhyo moksayisyami’ evam
vartamanam tvam matpraptivirodhibhyo ‘nadikalasaficitanantakytyakaranakytyakaranaripebhyah sarvabhyah
papebhyo moksayisyami; ma sucah Sokam ma kythah.
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Here, Ramanuja interprets self-surrender as the mental contemplation on God’s features
by glossing the phrase “come to Me alone for refuge” with the injunction for the devotee to
contemplate God (anusamdhatsva). The contemplation plays a role in the performance of the
three yogas, resulting in the release from sins, which are obstacles in attaining God. The
contemplation on God, especially as an agent, can be found in many places in Ramanuja’s
commentary on Chapter 18, including verses 4, 12, 13, 17, 40, 49, and 57.%2¢ It should suffice
to give Ramanuja’s commentary on Bhagavadgita 18.4 as an example since Ramanuja himself
cites this verse to support the abandonment in his first interpretation. In his commentary on
Bhagavadgita 18.4, Ramanuja explains that the abandonment of agency embodies a
contemplation on the fact that God has agency regarding the actions performed by the devotee.
This suggests that the contemplation on God’s agency is the counterpart of the detachment from
agency and result. According to this statement, the contemplation does not refer to bhakti, but
is only a step towards it:

Listen to my conclusion regarding the abandonment, O Arjuna! Abandonment

is declared as three-fold, O Tiger among men! [Bhagavadgita 18.4].

[...] The abandonment is proclaimed to be three kinds by Me [...] [First,] the

abandonment of results, thinking that the results such as heavens, produced by

actions, do not belong to me. [Second,] the abandonment of actions is the
complete giving up of the possession regarding deeds with the thought that “This

is my action, which is the means for my result.” [Third,] the abandonment of

agency of oneself through the contemplation (anusamdhana) that the Lord of all
is the agent.?’

126 |bid., vol. 3, 293-294, 308, 311, 323, 351, 370, and 387. The contemplation on God is also referred to in
Ramanuja’s commentary on Bhagavadgita 7.26, 11.55, and 13.8, see vol. 2, 225, 331-332, and 363-364
respectively.

127 Ramanuja, Gitabhasya 18.4, vol. 3, 293: niscayam srupu me tatra tyage bharatasattama! | tyago hi
purusavyaghra! trividhah samprakirtitah || /...] maya trividhah Samprakirtitah [ ...] karmajanyam svargadikam
phalam mama na syad iti phalatyagah; madiyaphalasadhanataya madiyam idam karmeti karmani mamatayah
parityagah Karmavisayas tyagah; sarvesvare kartrtvanusamdhanenatmanah kartrtatyagah kartptvavisayas
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The last two parts of Bhagavadgita 18.66 receive less attention than the first two parts. For “I
will free you from all sins,” Ramanuja defines “sins” as the obstacles to the attainment of God.
Finally, he simply paraphrases the last part, “Do not grieve.”

In the second interpretation, Ramanuja indicates that the word “dharmas” in the first
part refers to the expiations that are too difficult for a person like Arjuna to accomplish.
Knowing that he cannot undertake bhaktiyoga or perform the expiations to remove the sins in
a short amount of time, Arjuna grieves. Krsna then instructs Arjuna to abandon the dharmas
and surrender to Him as a form of expiation. In this case, the abandonment of dharmas refers
to an actual physical giving up of the expiations instead of the mental detachment from agency
and result seen in the first interpretation. Ramanuja further emphasizes God’s position as the
refuge and His compassion by describing self-surrender as a giving up of the burden of
removing sins on God. God Himself is both the means to the removal of the obstacles and the
goal. In the third part of Bhagavadgita 18.66, the sins, which are to be removed by God, are
again the obstacles to bhaktiyoga. Finally, Ramanuja reiterates the final part. Here is
Ramanuja’s second interpretation:

Alternatively, because bhaktiyoga can be accomplished only by a person who is

completely dear to God and free from all sins, and because of the infinity of sins

which are obstacles to the beginning of that [bhaktiyoga], Arjuna grieves, seeing

his own inability to begin bhaktiyoga due to the impossibility of getting beyond

these sins by means of dharmas which consist of the form of this or that

expiation for those sins and which are to be done in a limited time. Removing

the grief of Arjuna, who is grieving in this way, God said, “Having abandoned

all dharmas, come to Me alone for refuge.” Endless acts of various sorts such as

krcchra, candrayana, kusmanda, vaisvanara, vratapati, pavitresti, trivet, and

agnisfoma, etc. are suitable for [removing] endless sins of various sorts piled up
from a beginningless period of time which are obstacles for the undertaking of

tyagah.
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bhaktiyoga and take the form of expiations for these sins. Having abandoned all

these dharmas which are difficult to be performed by you who have only limited

time, for accomplishing the undertaking of bhaktiyoga, take refuge in Me who

Is the one to be resorted to for the whole world without considering any

differences and supremely compassionate, an ocean of compassion for people

who depend on Me alone. | will free you from all sins, which are obstacles to

undertaking bhaktiyoga whose nature has already been stated; do not grieve.*?
Thus, Ramanuja’s two interpretations offer the steps that help one perform the three yogas. In
particular, they proclaim the ways that one can follow to remove the obstacles to becoming
eligible for bhaktiyoga. It is important to note that Ramanuja does not claim that Bhagavadgita
18.66 is the teaching of the soteriological doctrine of self-surrender as later authors argued as
we will see in the subsequent chapters.

Unlike in the Gitabhasya, Ramanuja, in his Gadyatraya, prioritizes the devotional
expression, which is not foreign to the later-developed doctrine of self-surrender. The

devotional attitude that underlies the Gadyatraya links this work with the preceding poems of

the Alvars and Yamuna, which likely influenced Ramanuja’s devotional piece.

1.3 Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya as the Precursor of the Manipravalam Sphere
In his Gadyatraya, Ramanuja clearly emphasizes self-surrender to God. The emphasis may be
influenced by the devotional poetry that predates Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya, namely the

Nalayirativiyappirapantam, especially, but not exclusively, the Tiruvaymol/i, and the

128 Ramanuja, Gitabhdsya 18.66, vol. 3, 412-413: athava,
sarvapapavinirmuktatyantabhagavatpriyapurusanirvartyatvad bhaktiyogasya tadarambhavirodhipapanam
anantydc ca tatprayascittaripair dharmaih aparimitakalakrtais tesam dustaratayatmano
bhaktiyogarambhanarhatam alocya socato ‘rjunasya Sokam apanudan sribhagavan uvaca— ‘sarvadharman
parityajya mam ekam Saranam vraja’ iti.
bhaktiyogarambhavirodhyanadikalasariicitananavidhanantapapanugunan tattatprayascittariipan
krcchracandrayanakiasmandavaisvanaravratapatipavitrestitrivrdagnistomadikan nanavidhananantams tvaya
parimitakalavarting duranusthanan sarvan dharman parityajya bhaktiyogarambhasiddhaye mam ekam
paramakarunikam andlocitavisesasesalokasaranyam asritavatsalyajaladhim saranam prapadyasva. aham tva
sarvapapebhyo yathoditasvarapabhaktydrambhavirodhibhyah sarvebhyah papebhyo moksayisyami, ma sucah.
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Stotraratna, a Sanskrit praise-poem of Yamuna. These devotional works contain various
features that later influenced the doctrinal systematization of self-surrender both in Sanskrit and
Manipravalam literature. The first-person perspective, the helpless attitude, and the
surrendering act of the author make the Gadyatraya distinct from Ramanuja’s other more
philosophical works and lend support for subsequent generations to argue that Ramanuja
favored self-surrender over bhakti in this work. The devotional works that follow, namely the
Sanskrit praise-poems of Kiresa and Parasara Bhattar continued the similar integration of
emotional features from the Alvars’ hymns into Sanskrit.}?°® Another important characteristic of
this work that was inherited by the later authors is the reference to itihasas, which became the
norms in the subsequent Manipravalam commentaries on Nammalvar’s Tiruvaymoli.

Instead of resorting only to the Vedantic scripture, the later commentators bring in the
Tiruvaymoli, other Tamil hymns, and itihasas to represent the norms of authorities. They further
expressed self-surrender as distinct from bhakti through its devotional characteristic based on
these norms. Given the parallel between the authoritative elements in the Gadyatraya and the
norms in the Manipravalam commentaries, | view Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya as the predecessor
of these texts and the Manipravalam sphere developed within them. In what follows, | outline
these distinctive features of Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya along with the later arguments that this
work proposes self-surrender as an independent doctrine.

The Gadyatraya is divided into three parts: the Saranagatigadya, Srirangagadya, and
Vaikunthagadya. Among the three gadyas, the Saranagatigadya, which is the longest one,

presents the most comprehensive process of self-surrender as a preliminary step to bhakti as in

129 Nayar, Poetry as Theology, 259. Also, Carman and Narayanan, The Tamil Veda, 44.
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the Stotraratna.’®® The devotee begins his salvific journey by surrendering to Sri, the consort
of Visnu-Narayana.'3! For the first time, the experience of God is described as that which can
be completed by supreme devotion (parabhakti), supreme knowledge (parajiiana), and utmost
devotion (paramabhakti). The experience produces love that in turn brings about the
subservience of the devotee. This description of the experience of God is reiterated throughout
the Sarandagatigadya. Here, the devotee asks for Si1’s protection so that he can experience God

and be His servant eternally:

[That experience] which is the eternally and incessantly most splendid is
completely filled with supreme devotion, supreme knowledge, and utmost
devotion which is exclusive to the pair of feet of the blessed one who is excellent.
The experience of God who is limitlessly and eminently dear [to me] is an end
in itself. The experience of the blessed one in such a manner produced the
limitless and eminent love and the love brought about the subservient state [for
me]. | desire to attain the eternal service which is characterized by the exclusive
desire for total subservience which is suitable to that subservient state. Let me
be uninterruptedly in the same state of the ultimate self-surrender (sarazagati)
at the pair of feet of the blessed one.!*

Sri responds that he will attain what he desires.’3® Then, the devotee praises God’s qualities at

130 For detailed summary of the Saranagatigadya, see Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism,
42-45,

131 The Gadyatraya in Rahasyaraksa (Madras: Sri Vedanta Desika Seventh Centenary Trust, 1969), 125: “I who
have no other refuge surrender at the goddess Sri. She, the blessed one, is on the lotus and possessed of
auspicious innumerable qualities which are limitless and excellent such as nature, forms, qualities, power,
sovereignty, moral conduct, conforming to the desire of the blessed one, Narayana.”
(bhagavannarayanabhimatanurapasvaripariapaguzavibhavaisvaryasiladyanavadhikatisayasamkhyeyakalyana-
guraganam padmavanalayam bhagavatim sriyam devim nityanapayinim niravadyam devadevadivyamahisim
akhilajaganmataram (asmanmataram) asarapyasaranyam ananyasaranah sarapamaham prapadye).

For the role of $r7 in Ramanuja’s works, see Kumar, The Goddess Laksm?, 62—75.

132 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 136 (italics mine):
paramarthikabhagavaccarazaravindayugalaikantikatyantikaparabhaktiparajianaparamabhaktikytaparipiarpzana
varatanityavisadatamananyaprayojananavadhikatisayapriyabhagavadanubhavajanitanavadhikatisayapritikarita
sesavasthocitasesa-sesataikaratirizpanityakaimkaryapraptyapeksaya paramarthikz
bhagavaccaranraravindasaranagatir yathavasthita aviratastu me.

133 Ibid., 141: “Let (it) be yours.” (astu te.)
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great length.'3* Elisa Freschi notes that these qualities of God might not only serve a decorative
purpose for the text, but also play a role in the process of self-surrender. In Freschi’s
explanation, “[t]he long process of uttering God’s attributes and one’s shortcomings might be
itself part of the salvific process of becoming aware of His greatness and of one’s
inadequacy.”**® The climactic moment comes when the devotee declares that he has no other
refuge and surrenders to God. As Freschi points out, style and structure in the Gadyatraya have
great impact on self-surrender since they dramatize the situation by delaying the devotee’s
request to perform service to God, God’s response to make the case for the devotee’s
helplessness, and His grace:

The narrative and dialogical structure of the text appear, therefore, to have a

profound impact on the doctrine propounded, namely, prapatti [self-surrender].

Without this structure, the text would occupy only a few lines, stating that once

one has obtained prapatti through God’s mercy, one can become bhakta. Within

the structure, however, the same content gets a different connotation, insofar as

both the request(s) and the response are delayed enough to show the difficulty

of what has just been requested and the wondrous nature of God’s

compassion. 36

Self-surrender accompanied by the expression of the devotee’s state of having no other
refuge echoes what we see in the Tiruvaymol/i and Stotraratna. These two works are
traditionally regarded as paradigmatic moments of self-surrender. The emphasis on self-
surrender in the Gadyatraya might be shaped by these preceding works or conditioned by the

style of praise-poetry and the dialogue between God and His devotee. Vasudha Narayanan

effectively summarizes the Tiruvaymoli as follows:

134 Ibid., 142-159. For almost complete translation, see Carman, The Theology of Ramanuja, 236-237.
135 Freschi, “Bhakti in Ramanuja,” 302-303.
136 |bid., 303.
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In about one fourth of the poems Nammalvar talks of his separation and talks
from the stance of a lovesick “heroine,” a person seen in earlier (2nd—4th c. C.E.)
secular Tamil poems of love. In thirty-three verses Nammalvar identifies himself
as a cowherd girl who pines for Krishna. The rest of the Tiruvaymoli contains
philosophical statements, didactic verses, wonder at the creations of the Lord,
descriptions of sacred places where Visnu is enshrined, recollection of past
unions with the Lord, and the importance of serving the other devotees. The
poem begins and ends with triumphant statements of union with the Lord.%’

In Tiruvaymoli 6.10.10, Nammalvar declares his desire to be God’s servant before expressing
his helplessness and falling down at the feet of God in the form of the Lord of the Sacred Hill
(Venkatam) to seek refuge:'%

‘I won’t part from you for an instant’

says Sri who rests on your chest,

lord of matchless fame,

holder of the three worlds,

my king, master of Vénkatam

dear to peerless immortals and sages

with nowhere else to go, I’ve settled at your feet.**°

According to the Srivaisnavas, Stotraratna 22 also indicates a critical moment of self-
surrender. In this verse, Yamuna, using a first-person pronoun, expresses what can be
interpreted in light of the soteriological doctrine of self-surrender later developed as the two
qualifications, namely his helplessness (akisicanya) and his state of having no other means
(ananyagatitva). The author claims that he does not yet attain nor is he yet eligible for the three
means, namely dharma, knowledge, and bhakti. These three means can be interpreted as

alluding to the three yogas—karma-, jiiana-, and bhakti-yoga—the collective means to reach

137 Narayanan, The Vernacular Veda, 3.

138 For the uniqueness of this verse, see Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 81-84.
139 Translated by Venkatesan in Endless Song, 215. For the text, see Nalayirativviyappirapantam (Cennai:
Tiruvénkatattan Tirumanaram, 1973), 553.
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God according to the Bhagavadgita. The author is helpless and seeks God as refuge (saranya):

I am not established in dharma; I do not know the self,

| do not have bhakti regarding your lotus feet;

I am unworthy, and | have no other means.

My refuge (saranya)!

| fall down and surrender (sarazam prapadye) at your feet.14°

The author’s lack of means to attaining God is similar to Tiruvaymol/i 5.7.1, “I’ve observed no
vows, I’ve no subtle wisdom, still I can’t bear to leave you for even a moment. Lord asleep on
the serpent, my father who abides in the city of Srivaramangala with its fields of red paddy and
blossoming lotus, I am nothing without you.”*** According to the earliest commentary on the
Tiruvaymo/i, Nammalvar expresses his own lack of the three yogas in the Bhagavadgita. Instead
of searching for other means, Nammalvar views surrender to God’s grace as an alternative to
the three yogas. Here is the Tamil verse, followed by the first Manipravalam commentary by

Tirukkurukaip Piran Pillan, the introduction to section 5.7:

O Lord who has the serpent for a bed!

I have not done any [pious ritual] act

I have no intelligence,
and yet

I cannot move away from you and survive.
O King, sitting in state,

enthroned in the city of Cirivaramankalam,
a city

filled with fertile fields of red paddy

interwoven with blossoms of lotus flowers,
| am not a burden on you!

140 'Yamuna, Stotraratna 22 in Rahasyaraksa, ed. Chettaloor V. Srivatsankacharyar (Madras: Sri Vedanta Desika
Seventh Centenary Trust, 1969), 74:

na dharmanistho ‘smi, na ca atmavedi, na bhaktimams tvaccaranaravinde |

akificano 'nanyagatih saranya! tvatpadamalam sarapam prapadye ||

141 Translated by Venkatesan in Endless Song, 176. For the text, see Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 526.
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Even though he thus imitates the nature, form, and activities of the Lord who is
the Lord of all, the alvar does not find anything to hold onto and says, “I am
separated from him and suffer so, and yet the Lord ignores me. This is because
I have no upaya in the form of karmayoga, jiianayoga, and bhaktiyoga [to make
it possible] for him to unite with me, but even though | do not have any of them
[upayas] | cannot survive if | am to be separated from you who are extremely
enjoyable. Therefore, since you have come to the city of Cirivaramankalam to
make me an object [of your love], and since it does not befit you to let go of this
atma, which is your servant, you cannot let me go. Therefore you have to make
me, who am your servant (atiyén), an object of your grace.”#?

What is added in the Saranagatigadya is the use of the Dvaya in self-surrender.143 The
imperative to recite the Dvaya is found immediately after the moment of self-surrender.'4*
Raman comments that self-surrender through the Dvaya removes the devotee’s sins and Matter
(prakrti) which are obstacles to the undertaking of bhakti and transforms the devotee from one
who is without knowledge (non-jiiani) into one of wisdom (jriani)—the ideal devotee in the
Bhagavadgita and Ramanuja’s Gitabhasya.* The devotee further asks God to make him one
whose only nature is supreme devotion, supreme knowledge, and the utmost devotion. 46 These
three elements enable him to experience God as we have seen above. Now that he has
experienced God, the devotee requests to be His eternal servant:

I have the experience of the blessed one who is limitlessly and eminently dear

[to me] as an end in itself. [That experience] which is the eternally and

incessantly most splendid was completely filled with supreme devotion,

supreme knowledge, and utmost devotion. The experience of the blessed one in
such a manner produced the limitless and eminent love and the love brought

142 Carman and Narayanan, The Tamil Veda, 116-117.

143 The Manipravalam commentary of the Tiruvaymoli, the Jsu Muppattayirappari, draws the connection between
Tiruvaymaoli 6.10.10 and the Dvaya, claiming that the Dvaya is a Sanskrit translation of Nammalvar’s expression
of self-surrender. See Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 128-132, and Clooney, Seeing
through Texts, 184—192 on “The Tiruvaymoli in Correlation with the Three Holy Mantras.”

144 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 160: narayana! asarapyasarapya! ananyasaranah tvatpadaravindayugalam
sarapamaham prapadye. atra dvayam.

145 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) fo God in Srivaisnavism, 45. See also the diagram of the salvific process
outlined in the Sarapagatigadya here.

146 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 168: parabhaktiparajianaparamabhaktyekasvabhavam mam kurusva.
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about the subservient state [for me]. [Now,] make me become the eternal servant

who is characterized by the exclusive desire for total subservience which is

suitable to that subservient state.4

In response, God accepts the devotee, who has stated the Dvaya and possesses supreme
devotion, supreme knowledge, and utmost devotion as His eternal servant. God asserts that all
of the obstacles to the experience of Himself have been removed through His compassion. He
is the only means to the attainment of the goal which is He Himself.1%8 In addition to the Dvaya,
Ramanuja also refers to the recitation of the Tirumantra towards the end of the Vaikunrhagadya
along with the devotee’s request that God accept him as a servant.*° Raman suggests that the
use of the Tirumantra and Dvaya might be derived from the Pancaratra system and its focus on
the worship of Narayana.*°

At the end of the Saranagatigadya, God promises that the devotee will become His

147 Ibid., 168 (italics mine): parabhaktiparajianaparamabhaktikytaparipirpanavaratanityavisadatamananya-
prayojananavadhikatisaya-priyabhagavadanubhavo "ham tathavidhabhagavadanubhavajanitanavadhikatisaya-
pritikaritasesavasthocitasesasesataikaratirzpanityakiszikaro bhavani.

148 Ibid., 169 (emphasis mine): “Although you were impeded by the obstacle to supreme devotion, supreme
knowledge, and utmost devotion which are exceedingly exclusive to My pair of feet [...], you have stated the
Dvaya indeed in some manner or another. Thus, you have supreme devotion, supreme knowledge, and the
utmost devotion which are exceedingly exclusive to My pair of feet that cause the destruction of all (obstacles)
only through my compassion (daya) [...] You have the experience of Me who is limitless and exceedingly dear.
[That experience] which is an end in itself and eternally and incessantly most splendid was completely filled.
The experience of Me in such a manner produced the limitless and eminent love and the love brought about the
subservient state [for you]. Be the eternal servant who is characterized by the exclusive desire for total
subservience which is suitable to that subservient state.” (/...] maccaranaravindayugaklaikantikatyantika-
parabhaktiparajianaparamabhaktivighnapratihato ’'pi, yena kenapi prakarepa dvayavakta tvam, kevalam
madiyayaiva dayaya nissesavinasrasahetukamaccaranaravindayugalaikantikatyantika-
parabhaktiparajianaparamabhaktis /...J
paripirpanavaratanityavisadatamananyaprayojananavadhikatisayapriyamadanubhavas tvam
tathavidhamadanubhavajanitanavadhikatisayapritikaritasesavasthocitasesataikaratirizpanityakiszkaro bhava).
149 Ibid., 191. See the sequence of the recitation of the Tirumantra in Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in
Srivaisnavism, 46-47.

150 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 48-49. Raman also points out in the same context
that, in addition to the use of the two secrets, the importance of the Goddess and the prioritization of self-
surrender might be influenced by the Paficaratra Agamas. Moreover, the influence from the Paficaratra Agamas
on the Gadyatraya could account for the difference between the concept of self-surrender in the Gadyatraya and
that in the Gitabhdasya. It should be noted also that the influence from Paficaratra Samhitas on Ramanuja is
evident in his Nityagrantha. For this last point, see Rastelli, “Service as an end in Itself.”
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eternal servant in His abode, Vaikuntha, after the devotee’s death. Once more, God stresses that
all of this is possible due to His compassion.>* He further confirms that the devotee does not
need to doubt whether or not he will attain the knowledge, perception, and attainment of God
according to His promises which He made during His manifestation as Rama and Krsna in
itihasas, the Ramayana and the Bhagavadgita, an episode of the Mahabharata. Ramanuja cites
Ramayapa 6.12.20, in which Rama promises to show compassion to those who surrender to
Him: “For someone who surrenders to Me even once and for someone who begs, ‘I am yours,’
I give safety for all beings. This is My promise.”**> The same statement is alluded to in
Stotraratna 64, along with two other passages, “You are compassionate toward someone who
surrenders to You even once, requesting, ‘Lord! I am yours,” since You remember your
promise. Why am I the only one excluded from your promise?”!> Importantly, Ramanuja
concludes the list of God’s promises with Bhagavadgita 18.66. However, he does not refer to
this as one of the three secrets in the Manipravalam soteriological paradigm of self-surrender,
as developed in the later literature.’> Bhagavadgita 18.66 is used merely as a scriptural

authority equivalent to the Ramayana.

151 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 173: “[The experience of Me] which is the eternally and incessantly most splendid
was completely filled with supreme devotion, supreme knowledge, and utmost devotion, which are exclusive to
My pair of feet and are attained by my compassion (prasada) only at the time [...] when [your] body falls. The
experience of Me who is limitlessly and eminently dear is an end in itself. It produced the limitless and eminent
love and the love brought about the subservient state [for you]. You will be the eternal servant who is
characterized by the exclusive desire for total subservience which is suitable to that subservient state.”
(sarirapatasamaye [...] tadanimeva
matprasadalabdhamaccarararavindayugalaikantikatyantikaparabhaktiparajianaparamabhaktikytapariparnana
varatanityavisadatamananyaprayojananavadhikatisayapriyamadanubhavajanitanavadhikatisayapritikaritasesav
asthocitasesasesataikaratirizpanityakisnkaro bhavisyasi).

152 Ramayana 6.12.20 in The Valmiki Ramayana: Critical Edition, ed. P. L. Vaidya (Baroda: Oriental Institute,
1971), vol. 6, 70:

sakrd eva prapannaya tavasmiti ca yacate | abhayam sarvabhitebhyo dadamy etad vratazz mama ||

158 Yamuna, Stotraratna 64, 120:

nanu prapannal sakrd eva natha! tavaham asmiti ca yacamanah |

tavanukampyah smaratal pratijiiam madekavarjam Kimidam vratam te? ||

154 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 175-176.
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Pandit Agnihotram highlights these features in the Gadyatraya to reject Ramanuja’s
authorship of this less philosophical work. This argument also extends to challenging
Ramanuja’s authorship of the Nityagrantha. Robert Lester further advances Agnihotram’s
argument.® Both scholars isolate these two works of the others mainly based on the theology,
the dialogue and devotional style, and the terminology that cannot be found in any of
Ramanuja’s other works. I previously argued in my Master’s thesis, drawing from the opinions
of various scholars in the field, that the rejection of Ramanuja’s authenticity is not convincing
enough.®® To give an example, John Carman states that Ramanuja intends to write these works
in a style of praise-poetry (stotra), and therefore, the Gadyatraya should be seen as following
this genre. He further suggests that Ramanuja’s decision to compose these hymns in prose
instead of verse reflects “his insistence on literal precision.”*®’

| agree that some of the elements presented by Ramanuja in the Gadyatraya, namely the
ease and effectiveness of the performance of self-surrender compared to other means, the
devotee’s helplessness and lack of agency, the desire to be God’s eternal servant, self-surrender
to Sr1 before Narayana, the use of the Dvaya and Tirumantra, and the reference to Bhagavadgita
18.66, indeed became central to the later systematization of self-surrender.*>® However, they do
not suggest that self-surrender can be used as an independent means that is separate from

bhakti.’>® Ramanuja’s teaching in the Gadyatraya still focuses on the doctrine of bhakti, and

this remains consistent, for the most part, in the Sribhasya and Gitabhasya.

155 See details in Carman, The Theology of Ramanuja, 212-237 and his footnote, 298-300n1. See also Lester,
Ramanuja on the Yoga, and “Ramanuja and Sti-Vaisnavism: The Concept of Prapatti or Saranagati.”

156 See my thesis, “Vedantadesika’s Interpretation of Ramanuja’s Prapatti: A Study based on the Nikseparaksa.”
157 Carman, The Theology of Ramanuja, 209.

158 For other features, see Freschi, “Bhakti in Ramanuja,” 299-301.

159 Freschi points out that the word “bhakti” is mentioned 19 times in the space of 23 sentences in the
Sarapagatigadya (“Bhakti in Ramanuja,” 286).
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Take, for example, the description of the devotee’s nature found in the Sarandgatigadya,
namely supreme devotion, supreme knowledge, and utmost devotion. Based on Ramanuja’s
citations and the commentary on this work by Vedantadesika, these three aspects form part of
Ramanuja’s bhakti system.'%® According to Ramanuja, the one with supreme knowledge can be
equated with “the one of wisdom” (jiiani), the ideal devotee in the context of bhakti, through
the citation of the three successive verses (slokatraya) from the Bhagavadgita, Chapter 7, verses
17, 18, and 19.161 The same verses are also cited in the conclusion of the Sribhasya, also in the

context of bhakti:162

Make me become the one with the knowledge as stated in these preceding three
verses. “The one of wisdom, who is continuously engaged [in Me] and has
exclusive love, is better than those [devotees] since | am greatly dear to him and
he is dear to me. [Bhagavadgita 7.17] Indeed, all the [devotees] are noble but
the one with the knowledge is regarded as My very Self since he whose self is
engaged stays only in Me, the unsurpassed way. [Bhagavadgita 7.18] At the end
of many births, the one with the knowledge who knows that all is Vasudeva
surrenders to Me. He, the one with a great self, is difficult to find. [Bhagavadgita
7.19].7163

Then, Ramanuja shows that supreme devotion is equivalent to bhakti through the citation of

160 Raman argues that these three elements are “another way of describing the bhaktiyoga of the Gitabhasya”.
She further proposes that post-Ramanuja commentaries on the Tiruvaymo/i view these three elements as bhakti
of the one of wisdom who is not twice-born through the association with Nammalvar, the low-caste author of the
text (Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 49). However, | think that there is not enough evidence
in the Gadyatraya that these three elements point to bhakti for those who are not twice-born. Given that
Ramanuja himself was a twice-born, bhakti in this context more likely refers to bhakti for the twice-born. Since
the later commentaries on the Gadyatraya all agree that the works feature Ramanuja’s self-surrender to God, it is
more likely that all the practices mentioned in the texts should be compatible to Ramanuja, who was a twice-
born and thus capable of undertaking the rituals prescribed in the Gadyatraya. Also, Ramanuja used the first-
person pronoun in the composition, suggesting that the content is meant for himself.

161 For the Bhagavadgita passages, see vol. 2, 39-43.

162 See Freschi, “Bhakti in Ramanuja,” 296-299.

163 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 167:

tesam jiant nityayukta ekabhaktir visisyate | priyo hi jaanino ‘tyartham aham sa ca mama priya# ||

udarah sarva evaite jaani tv atmaiva me matam | asthitaz sa hi yuktatma mam evanuttamam gatim ||

bahinam janmanam ante jaanavan mam prapadyate | vasudevak sarvam iti sa mahatma sudurlabha# ||

iti slokatrayoditajzianinam mam Kurusva.
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another three verses from different places in the Bhagavadgita, namely 8.22, 11.54, and
18.54.164 The first two verses can be found in the Sribhasya where Ramanuja explains that
bhakti is synonymous with the meditative worship, enjoined in sruti and smyti:16°

Make me become the one with supreme devotion as stated in the verses in three

[different] occasions. “Arjuna, the Supreme Person is to be attained by exclusive

devotion. [Bhagavadgita 8.22] However, [l can be known, seen, and entered] by

exclusive devotion. [Bhagavadgita 11.54] He [the one with pure mind] attains

supreme devotion to Me [Bhagavadgita 18.54].”166

We are now left with the utmost devotion that Ramanuja mentions without being able
to provide any scriptural quotations that actually use the term. Commenting on the
Saranagatigadya, Vedantadesika explains the utmost devotion along with the two additional
aspects in his Sanskrit commentary on the Gadyatraya. The three aspects are the successive
stages of a single experience of God which has a form of direct perception. One stage leads to
another. Thus, the utmost devotion, which is the final stage, can be retrospectively regarded as
the culmination of the experience of God within the paradigm of bhakti. Vedantadesika defines
these three elements as follows:

Here, supreme devotion is thought that consists of a desire to directly perceive

God more and more. It is born from the nature of the object like in the passage,

“Which love” [Vispupurana 1.20.19], and not from thinking that it is the means
to a desire. Supreme knowledge is the act of directly perceiving Him. Utmost

164 See the Bhagavadgita passages in vol. 2, 110, 336, and vol. 3, 379, respectively.

165 Ramanuja, Sribhasya, 19.

166 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 168: purusa’ sa parak partha bhaktya labhyas tv ananyaya

bhaktya tvananyaya sakyan

madbhaktin labhate param

iti sthanatrayoditaparabhaktiyuktaz mam kurusva.

Note that in their commentaries on the Gadyatraya, Periyavaccan Pillai (73 and 81 respectively) and
Vedantadesika (72) like Ramanuja, understand that supreme knowledge is referred to by Bhagavadgita 7.17-19
and supreme devotion is stated in Bhagavadgita 8.22, 11.54, and 18.54. However, Sudarsanasiri interprets that
the three later Bhagavadgita verses point to utmost devotion instead (73). For the last two commentaries, see
Gadyatrayam of Bhagavad Ramanujarya (Melkote: Academy of Sanskrit Research, 2009).
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devotion is a desire to perceive God continuously when He has been directly

perceived. The experience, which is one and continuous, is the direct perception

itself as something very agreeable, for people who are eternally liberated and

those who have been liberated, but is broken up into stages by dividing into the

forms of supreme devotion, supreme knowledge, and utmost devotion by the

division of the moments.*¢’
In the context of these three aspects—supreme devotion, supreme knowledge, and utmost
devotion—Ramanuja reuses several Bhagavadgita passages that he cites in the context of bhakti
in the Sribhasya. The sequence of the devotee’s self-surrender, followed by the request for
supreme devotion, supreme knowledge, and utmost devotion, in the Sarapagatigadya further
indicates that self-surrender is a preliminary step to these stages of bhakti, which is the
soteriological means for the one of wisdom.68

The exact sequence is reiterated in Ramanuja’s Srirangagadya with different
terminology, one that is closer to the terminology in the Bhagavadgita. In the Srirangagadya,
bhakti, brought about by “correct knowledge” (samyagjiana) and ‘“correct action”
(samicinakriya), is the means to attaining eternal service to God. The correct knowledge and
the correct action here may allude jianayoga and karmayoga in the Bhagavadgita.'® Before

undertaking bhakti, the devotee surrenders to God to remove the obstacles. Thus, self-surrender

here also functions as an auxiliary to bhakti:

167 \Vedantadesika’s commentary on the Gadyatraya (Melkote: Academy of Sanskrit Research, 2009), 18
(emphasis mine): atra parabhaktis uttarottarasaksatkarecchatmika dhik, sa ca ‘ya pritih’ ity adisu iva
visayasvabhavaja, na tu israsadhanatvabuddhija. parajianam — uttarottarasaksatkarah. anukilatamatvena
saksatkrte nirantaranububhisa paramabhaktiz. anubhavas tu iha anukilatamatvena saksatkara eva. nityanam
muktanafi ca nityanuvrttaikarazpanubhaval ksapabhedena parabhaktitvadyakarabhedais ca. See Vispupurana
1.20.19, ed. M. M. Pathak (Vadodara: Oriental Institute, 1997), vol. 1, 146.

168 |n addition to Vedantadesika, Nafciyar, commenting on Tiruvaymo/i 10.10.11 as referring to utmost devotion
(paramabhakti), also implies that the whole Tiruvaymoli is about alvar-bhakti (Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti)
to God in Srivaisnavism, 111).

169 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 46. See similarities between the Gadyatraya and
the Gitabhasya, ibid., 50-51.
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[ am devoid of all the self’s qualities, beginning with pure nature and faith, which
are suitable to devotion (bhakti). The devotion is brought about by correct
knowledge (samyagjiiana) and correct action (samicinakriya). The devotion is
the means for attaining the eternal service, which is characterized by the
exclusive pleasure for total subservience that is suitable to that subservient state,
brought about by the limitless and eminent love. The love is produced through
the experience of all of God’s qualities beginning with limitless and eminent
mastership, preceded by the contemplation on the nature of the self, which is
characterized by the exclusive desire for eternal servitude (nityadasya) of the
self who is eternally controlled [by God]. | am bound by the bonds of karmas
that do not loosen [even with] endless effort and are heaped up through the
endless ignorance (avidya). | do not see the means of crossing over even with
the view towards the endless future. | surrender at the pair of your lotus feet,
Narayana with Sri, who is the refuge manifesting for all beings.1™

Finally, in the last gadya, the Vaikunthagadya, Ramanuja begins by praising Yamuna’s
teaching on bhakti: “Having dived into the teacher Yamuna’s ocean of ambrosia according to
my understanding, I brought forth the gem called ‘the means of bhakti’ and I put it on

display.”*’* Ramanuja’s statement here suggests that the Gadyatraya involves the teaching of

bhakti.1"2

170 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 181-182:
svatmanityaniyamyanityadasyaikarasatmasvabhavanusandhanapirvakabhagavadanavadhikatisayasvamyadyak
hilaguranubhavajanitanavadhikatisayapritikaritasesavasthocitasesasesataikaratirazpanityakainkaryapraptyupay
abhatabhaktitadupayasamyagjiianatadupayasamicimakriyatadanugunasattvikatastikyadisamastatmaguravihinaz
anadyavidyasasicitanantasakyavisramsanakarmapasapragrathitas, anagatanantakalasamiksaya
‘pyadrstasantaropayah, nikhilajantujatasaranyal sriman narayapa! tava caraparavindayugalam sarapam aham
prapadye.

11 Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 189:

yamunaryasudhambhodhimavagahya yathamati | adaya bhaktiyogakhyam ratnam samdarsayamyaham ||

172 \yedantadesika, in his commentary on this verse, refuses to read bhakti as soteriological bhakti, stating that
“the word ‘the means of bhakti” here is intent on the contemplation of God as an end in itself” (“ihdsau
bhaktiyogasabdah svayamprayojanabhagavadanusamdhanaparah.”) Vedantadesika probably intends to
maintain the argument that the Gadyatraya presents soteriological self-surrender by claiming that the word
“bhakti” does not always have technical sense of soteriological doctrine of bhakti. However, the fact that
Vedantadesika has to argue for the non-technical sense of bhakti seems to imply that the reading of the word as
soteriological doctrine of bhakti is a more natural one in this case. See Vedantadesika’s commentary on the
Saranagatigadya, 105.
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Like many scholars, Carman’s analysis of the Gadyatraya agrees with my
understanding.t”® Carman argues that this text shares the same message with other works of
Ramanuja that bhakti is the only means and clarifies that the Gadyatraya presents the doctrine
of bhakti in a way that seems to differ from other works because it is “considered from the
standpoint of man’s essential nature of subservience to and helplessness before God, and it is
therefore not surprising that it is particularly emphasized in a stotra, that is a praise of God’s
glory and a confession of one’s own unworthiness.”** According to Carman, the Gadyatraya
presents theological ideas that are not entirely distinct from those in other undisputed works of
Ramanuja, especially pertaining to his teaching of God’s supremacy and accessibility:

| submit that he [Ramanuja] maintained both the balance and the inner

connection of supremacy and accessibility (paratva and saulabhya) in his

concept of the Divine nature in a way that sets him apart, not only from Hindu
theologians of other schools but even, to a lesser extent, from his own followers.

The Gadyatraya and the Nityagrantha seem to me to exhibit the balance and

unity of paratva and saulabhya that is evident in Ramanuja’s other works. They

do not add anything essential, though they do make some points more explicit,

and the evidence from them can therefore be ignored by those unconvinced that

they are authentic.1’

Carman further comments that although Ramanuja does not intend to establish self-surrender
in these works, his emphasis on the ideas of the divine grace and the soul’s realization of its
subordination and dependence on God may contribute to its development in the later

Manipravalam commentaries.t’® | concur that there are various features in the Gadyatraya that

parallel the characteristics of self-surrender later systematized. One could argue that Ramanuja

173 Others include Lipner, The Face of Truth, Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, and
Freschi, “Bhakti in Ramanuja.”

174 Carman, The Theology of Ramanuja, 223-224.

175 |bid., 235-236.

176 |bid., 220.
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was not resolutely uniform on the subordinate of self-surrender to bhakti in his Gadyatraya. In
any case, these features created the ambiguity between bhakti and self-surrender for
Ramanuja’s followers.

After the time of Ramanuja, self-surrender in the Manipravalam literature embodies the
devotional attitude of the Alvars more than in Sanskrit literature to the extent that this doctrine
does not need to be performed. In contrast, self-surrender in the Sanskrit sphere is a VVedantic
ritual to be undertaken similar to bhakti. Raman frames the division of the later-developed
strands of self-surrender in terms of the “doing” and “non-doing” of self-surrender. She claims
that the origin of this distinction is rooted in the unresolved tensions in Ramanuja’s definition
of self-surrender in the Gitabhasya and the Gadyatraya before becoming further intensified in
the Manipravalam commentaries on the Tiruvaymo/i which I turn to next. Building on the recent
studies of this group of literature, I highlight that, in addition to the inconsistency they inherited
from Ramanuja, these Manipravalam commentaries are the location of the rise of the
Manipravalam norms and expressions which are critical to the differentiation between self-

surrender as an independent doctrine and bhakti.

1.4 The Rise of the Manipravalam Sphere and Self-surrender

Let us consider the introduction of Manipravalam in the Srivaisnava composition from a
historical perspective before looking at its impact on self-surrender and the formation of the
Manipravalam sphere. Following the lead of Raman, my research identifies the rise of
Manipravalam as contemporaneous to the historical and social conditions of the devotional
integration. According to Raman, comparing the rise of Manipravalam to what happened in the

Saiva community is revelatory.
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Around the eleventh to the twelfth century, the religious communities of Vaisnava and
Saiva were characterized by temple-building activity under Chola rule. The attention to temple-
formation activity is reflected in the representation of the most important Srivaisnava figure,
Ramanuja, as the main organizer of temple worships and rituals based on the recitation of the
Alvars’ Tamil hymns in Srirangam, which became the center for other temple networks.1’” Also
during this period, an expansion of agriculture and land-ownership gave rise to the involvement
of non-brahmin (brahmagza) groups in temple management. The period in which the first two
Manipravalam commentaries on the Tamil scripture that followed the time of Ramanuja,
Raman states, “saw the expansion of sacred, urban centres such as the Saivite Cidambaram or
the Vaisnavite Srirangam and Kaficipuram.””® According to Raman, given “the growing wealth
and agrarian importance of such centres,” it is understandable that the post-Ramanuja authors
would incorporate the more temple-related and devotional aspects of their literature into
Ramanuja’s theology.'’® Thus, we witness the parallel integrations to accommodate people
from different social hierarchies: the Sanskrit system of Saiva philosophy, Saivasiddhanta,
integrated the Saiva devotional corpus of the Saiva poets, the Nayanmars, and the Sanskrit
system of Vedanta included the Alvar’s hymns and devotionalism.*®° Raman further indicates
that the legitimation of the Tamil hymns in both communities was “imperative” after the
eleventh century as they are not in Sanskrit. In the Srivaisnava community, the Manipravalam
commentaries and hagiographies were specifically produced to define the Tiruvaymoli as the

Tamil Veda.18!

17 Appadurai, Worship and Conflict, 75-76.

178 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 177.
179 |hid., 177-178.

180 |hid., 58-60.

181 |hid., 60.
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Building on this historical narrative, | suggest that it is appropriate to characterize this
legitimation of the Tamil scripture as the incorporation of it within the Vedantic system. My
suggestion is based on the fact that the more established system and the Sanskrit literature on
Vedanta within the Srivaisnava corpus preceded the Manipravalam textual production.
However, my argument does not deny the Tamil or devotional influence on the Sanskrit
treatises that expound the Vedanta system, especially those of Ramanuja.'® The direction of
integrating the Tamil hymns into the Sanskrit domain further accounts for the decision not to
use Tamil alone as a medium to comment on the hymns despite the Tamil commentarial practice
on the grammatical works such as the lraiyanar Akkaporu/, the Tolkappiyam, and the
Viracoliyam before the twelfth century and the proliferation of Tamil commentarial genre
during the twelfth to the fourteenth century.183 One might then wonder why the Srivaisnava
authors did not only use Tamil to communicate their philosophy. It may be the case that Tamil
was not meant to express the philosophy of Vedanta as the early authors, such as Yamuna and
Ramanuja, discussed it, but only in Sanskrit treatises to converse with other VVedanta authors,
such as Sankara, who also used only Sanskrit. At the same time, Clooney points out that the
Srivaisnava authors never attempt pure Tamil engagement even with the Alvars’ hymns. He
argues that the Manipravalam commentators resorted to Sanskrit interpretative techniques to
clarify the theological issues in the Tamil songs—but such interpretation “privileges rather than
dilutes its poetic effectiveness.”8*

From the Tamil perspective, the recognition of the Tiruvaymoli as the “Tamil Veda”

comparable to the Sanskrit one was historically pioneering because it is the first vernacular text

182 See section 1.1.
183 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 57.
184 Clooney, “The Use of Sanskrit as a Theological Resource,” 17.
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to be regarded as equivalent to the Sanskrit Vedas. The concept of the Tamil Veda, on the one
hand, broadens the Sanskrit normativity to accommodate sacred texts in a language other than
Sanskrit and, on the other hand, introduces a new normative expression derived from the
Sanskrit sphere that allows the definition of scripture as a Veda to be associated with non-
Sanskrit languages such as Tamil. This is a more radical move in comparison to the preceding
designation of the Mahabharata which is still in Sanskrit as the fifth Veda.'® In addition, it is
earlier than that of the Tamil Saivasiddhanta which, from around the thirteenth century makes
the Saiva scripture the “real” (upmai) revelation of which the Vedas are the general (potu)
revelation. '8¢

While the Tamil scripture enters into the Vedantic Sanskrit domain, the Sanskrit sphere
and its revelation also incorporates Tamil. Through Tamil, the Sanskrit sphere opens up to wider
and lower social groups other than those from the three higher castes and to other kinds of
expression, such as the devotion to God. As a combination of both Sanskrit and Tamil,
Manipravalam makes present both scriptures in the same sphere, blurring the boundaries of
normativity and bringing their expressive practices together. Most evidently, Manipravalam
allows for the citation of both Tamil and Sanskrit passages, while Sanskrit restricts the citations
to only the Sanskrit passages. In this regard, Manipravalam is a suitable medium for the
integration of the Tamil scripture into the Sanskrit Vedanta. Importantly, | contend that the
Tamil scripture and its devotional expression incorporated in the Manipravalam sphere offers
the distinguishing tool that makes the distinction between bhakti and self-surrender more

evident to the point that self-surrender became an independent means separate from bhakti.

' See Fitzgerald, “India’s Fifth Veda,” for example.
186 See Peterson, Poems to Siva.
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The five most authoritative commentaries on the Tiruvaymoli are the Arayirappari
(“6,000 unit commentary”) by Tirukkurukaip Piran Pillan (c. 1060); the Onpatinayirappati
(9,000 unit commentary’’) by Nanciyar (c. 1113-1208); the Iruppattunalayirappari (‘24,000
unit commentary”) by Periyavaccan Pillai (c. 1167-1262);'%" the [ru Muppattayirappati
(“36,000 unit commentary”), traditionally believed to be authored by Nampillai (c. 1230) and
recorded by Vatakku Tiruviti Pillai (c. 1250); and, finally, the Pannirayirappari (“12,000 unit
commentary”) by Vatikesari Alakiya Manavala Ciyar (c. 1300).18 The commentaries, except
for the first one, were produced during the medieval period by the authors who were active in
Srirangam and focused more on the Tamil scripture and the three secrets.’®® They were
traditionally recorded for transmission from teacher to disciple. Nampillai was said to be have
been a direct disciple of Nanciyar, who was a disciple of Parasara Bhattar, and a teacher of
Periyavaccan Pillai, Vatakku Tiruviti Pillai, and Vatikesari Alakiya Manavala Ciyar.!®
According to The Sri Vaishnava Brahmans (1931), the group of commentators is part of the
retrospectively constructed lineage of the Tenkalai acaryas.®* That said, the first commentator
listed here, Tirukkurukaip Piran Pillan, was Ramanuja’s cousin and the leading disciple in the
lineage of the Vatakalai hierarchy of acaryas. He was followed by Visnu Citta, Vatsya
Varadaguru (Natatir Ammal), Atreya Ramanuja (Kitampi Appullar), and Vedantadesika.%2
Clooney, in his Seeing through Texts: Doing Theology among the Srivaisnavas of South India

(1996), proposes to view the five commentaries as comprising “a single complex conversation”

187 The date is from Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 14.

188 Clooney, Seeing through Texts, 26, and Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) fo God in Srivaisnavism, 21.

189 Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 25-26.

19 Clooney, Seeing through Texts, 26, and Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 127-128.
191 See the chart of “The Tengalai Sri Vaishnavas” in Rangachari, The Sri Vaishnava Brahmins, 42.

192 See the chart in ibid., 37.
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of the followers of the same community. They are closely connected and collectively form “the

irenic and progressive development” as detailed here:

The style and development of the increasingly larger commentaries indicate the
irenic and progressive development. This development may be put
schematically as follows, as far as the written texts are concerned:

e Pillan offers a prose commentary of the verse of Tiruvaymo/i, drawing
heavily on Ramanuja’s Sanskrit terminology;

e Nanciyar offers a brief opening comment on the verse, and then a series
of specific comments elucidating particularly difficult or interesting
words in the text;

e Periyavaccanppillai incorporates almost everything found in Nanciyar’s
commentary, but amplifies it with comments on more of the individual
words and with more elaborate and philosophical expositions of the ideas
of the songs;

e Vatakkutiruvitippillai, recording Nampillai faithfully, says more in
every way. It is tempting to say that Vatakkutiruvitippillai’s commentary
is a fuller version of Periyavaccanppillai’s but, if we respect the tradition
that both are reports of Nampillai’s teachings, it is more accurate to see
Periyavaccanppillai’s as a “condensation” of Nampillai’s teaching which
was recorded more expansively in Vatakkutiruvitippillai’s Jru.t%

Although all of the commentaries collectively contribute to the development of self-surrender,
the first two particularly play a role in forming the paradigms of self-surrender and its scriptural
corpus by combining Ramanuja’s theology with the Tamil scripture and other texts such as
itihasas for the subsequent commentators. According to Raman, the two commentaries can be
viewed as the source of the traditional split, which was the continuing result of the theological
divergence in the works of the two roughly contemporary authors, Vedantadesika and Pillai

Lokacarya, who were retrospectively regarded as the founders of the Vatakalai and Tenkalali

sub-school, respectively.*®* This divergence is then rooted in the heterogeneous theology of

193 Clooney, Seeing through Texts, 34. ’
194 See Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 157—158. See also Chapters 2 and 3 of this
dissertation.
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Ramanuja in his Gitabhasya and Gadyatraya, amplified by the innovative and varying

interpretation of these commentaries:

The material being presented here argues that prapatti ideas in the early part of
this period, in the writings of the teacher Ramanuja, evolved in the context of
exegesis on the Bhagavadgita and in praise-poems (stotra) written in Sanskrit.
Further, that these core ideas of prapatti reveal a soteriological concept which
is defined in a heterogeneous way, its definition varying according to the status
of its practitioner. The study also argues that these core ideas re-emerge in the
Tamil commentaries of the teachers who came after Ramanuja are further
theologically moulded by the emergence of and experimentation with this new
literary genre. Thus, the first commentary of Tirukkurukaip Piran Pillan and the
second commentary of Naficiyar differ in the sort of prapatti they emphasize
because Naiciyar’s commentary innovates on the commentarial genre including
in itself elements of hagiography. The difference in emphasis between Pillan and
Nanciyar on prapatti thus generated, which remains in a pre-systematic stage, is
therefore seen as one crucial factor in the emergence of two different schools of
interpretation of the concept by the mid-thirteenth century. Thus, it is suggested
that the original heterogeneous understanding of prapatti in Ramanuja is a major
contributory cause to a larger theological dispute which arises among the
Srivaisnavas after the mid- thirteenth century and the eventual division of the
community into two sub-sects.1%

Central to the heterogeneity is the division between “doing” and “non-doing” of self-surrender

which arises when we compare the first two Manipravalam commentaries as Raman indicates:

This book suggests that this ideological break between the Pillan and Naficiyar
on the status of Nammalvar and the nature of his prapatti anticipates one
ultimate theological difference between Varakalai School and the Terkalali
School. In the commentarial literature which immediately followed Nanciyar,
the conceptions of God’s compassion are further developed, leading to a new
model which, in effect, obviates any doctrinal grounds for “doing” prapatti.%

In what follows, I draw on Raman’s analysis of the first two commentaries to illustrate

their contributions to the rise of the soteriology of self-surrender. We see self-surrender overtly

195 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 23.
196 1bid., 175.
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emerge as an alternative to bhakti after the time of Ramanuja in these two commentaries.
Collectively, they point to the Tiruvaymoli, and, by extension, to other hymns of the Alvars,
and itihasas as the norms for self-surrender. Claiming that Nammalvar himself performed self-
surrender, they further established Nammalvar as the authoritative figure of the practice.
Importantly, they derived devotional attitudes from the Tamil hymns to define self-surrender
as the means for “the one who has no other refuge (ananyasaraza) and no other goal
(ananyaprayojana)” and specify God as the ultimate liberator due to His grace with Sr as His
mediator (purusakara). All of these requirements in the surrendering process influenced later
literature and became paradigmatic in the theology of self-surrender.

In the first commentary, the Arayirappari, Tirukkurukaippiran Pillan (henceforth Pillan)
directs readers’ attention to Tiruvaymo/i 6.10.10 which he claims to be the moment in which
Nammalvar surrenders himself to God. As Raman translates:

You on whose chest the lady seated on the flower resides, saying,

I cannot move away even for a second,

You of incomparable Fame! You with the three worlds! My ruler!

Lord of Vénkatam, desired by the incomparable immortals and groups of sages!

I, your servant, without any refuge, sat at your feet and entered.*®’

[Nammalvar] says, “You are the great ocean of unbounded compassion,

the master due to your qualities. You, stand, graciously, on the alternative,

Sacred Hill, which is to be desired even by the incomparable, eternal beings who

have as their sole enjoyment their attendance upon you and their experience of

your qualities in the divine land. Considering you the Refuge of the entire world

impervious to distinctions, I, with no other refuge and without any other goal,

with the Senior Goddess as mediator, took refuge at your feet. Right now, I, your

servant, having become a person whose obstacles have been vanquished, should
obtain the right at all times to all [manner of] service at your feet.”1%

197 This translation is from Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 79. For more information
on the verse, see ibid., 81-84.
198 1bid., 79.
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The commentary describes Nammalvar as the one who has no other refuge (ananyasarazna),
who has no other goal (ananyaprayojana), and who identifies Sri, Visnu’s consort, as the
mediator (purusakara), as one of requirements in the surrendering process. Raman suggests
that Pillan adopted the terminology from Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya, particularly the
Saranagatigadya.’®® Self-surrender is defined here as “samdsrayana” and is implied as an
alternative to bhakti whose difficulty is stressed in the commentary on Tiruvaymoli 3.2.8, 4.7.9,
and 5.7 and others.??° Raman indicates that “Pillan’s views on samasrayaza in the Arayiram, it
seems evident, have a certain internal coherence and are elaborate enough to be called the
doctrine of self-surrender.”?% It is a soteriological means (upaya) for a person like Nammalvar
who is helpless due to the states of having no other means as explained in the introduction to
the section, 6.10. However, God remains the ultimate cause of the whole surrendering
process.?%?

Though he called out, inviting him until he could even be heard in the divine

land, [Nammalvar] did not see God. Then, realizing that here was no other means

of seeing him except to take refuge at his feet, he did so at the feet of the Lord

of Venkatam, the refuge of the entire world, speaking of His qualities such as

compassion and parental love, etc., as his support, with the Goddess as

mediator.203
However, the emphasis on Tiruvaymoli 6.10.10 is no longer evident in the second commentary

on the Tiruvaymoli, Naficiyar’s Onpatinayirappasi, which is the most structurally and

doctrinally influential among all the commentaries.?%* This verse is instead embedded in the

199 1bid., 80.

200 1bid., 76-77.
201 1bid., 96.

202 1hid., 89-92.
203 |bid., 77.

204 1hid., 126.
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Ramayana context and assimilated to the epic situation of Laksmana taking refuge with his
elder brother, Rama, the manifestation of Visnu and the hero of the Ramayana.??® Laksamana’s
surrender represents one aof various epic surrendering events, all of which are of similar
importance.?% Raman terms surrender in NaficTyar’s commentary as “epic surrender” due to his
stress on itihgsas, both the Mahabharata and the Ramayara, in commenting on the
Tiruvaymo/i.?%” Naficiyar’s use of passages and stories from itihgsas might have been inherited
from previous references to them in the Alvars’ poetry.?®® The itihasas also serve as inspiration
for the audiences. Unlike the Vedas which are accessible only to the three higher castes, the
Mahabharata and the Ramayana are available to people from the lowest caste and women as
well. Their accessibility might be one of the reasons why they are favored in the Manipravalam
commentaries and the rahasyagranthas as we will see in other chapters.?% Although Naficiyar
echoes Pillan’s terms in his commentary on Tiruvaymo/i 6.10.10, he notably omits referring to
self-surrender as a means to liberation and reinforces the role of God instead.2!® Nammalvar is
thus highlighted as one who has no other means:

... I, who am without any of the means mentioned in the scriptures, regarding

[myself] as having no other goal, grasped your feet themselves as the means”.

This also means, “Forsaking all other means that I have to reach the ultimate

goal, | approached such that there was no gap between my head and your feet,
and took refuge.”?!!

205 |bid., 114.

208 |bid., 115.

27 Ibid., 100: “To put it broadly and succinctly, the Oppatinayiram associates Nammalvar’s act of prapatti in
V1.10.10, as well as other situations of taking refuge, with archetypal situations in the Ramayana where certain
characters in the epic take refuge with or seek the protection of Rama. By doing so the Onpatinayiram places the
prapatti of the protection of Rama in an epic context, in the context of the Ramayara and the Mahabharata, a
theological strategy which is reinforced by the commentary’s emphasis in its introduction on Nammalvar’s status
as a rsi (like Valmiki) or the jiiant of the Bhagavadgita.”

208 1hid., 104.

209 pillai Lokacarya, among other authors, highly regards itihasas. See section 3.2.2.

210 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 117-118.

211 |bid., 117.
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The liberating role of self-surrender here is overshadowed by the devotee’s relationship to God
and God’s greatness. Self-surrender is defined as “the mental determination (adhyavasaya) of
oneself as subordinate (sesa) to God, who is the Principal (sesin). That is, it is the prapatti of
the Bhagavadgita and the Gitabhasya.”?*? Moreover, central to the commentaries is the
legitimization of the figure of Nammalvar, who belongs to the lowest caste of sidra.?'3
According to Raman, the commentaries consider the Tiruvaymo/i as the lived, first-hand
religious experience of self-surrender of Nammalvar.?** The theological elaboration of the
doctrine of self-surrender is developed through the lens of Nammalvar’s life-story. Raman
further shows that the commentaries portray the figure of Nammalvar in many ways, of which
the one by Naificiyar’s is the most influential.?*® In his interpretation, as previously noted, the
problem of Nammalvar being from the fourth caste is put aside through the elevated
identification of Nammalvar as a seer or rsi like Valmiki, the mythical composer of the
Ramayapa. Commenting on Naificiyar’s introduction, Raman states:

Rather, the charge that the alvar is a sidra is treated as irrelevant in view of his

fundamental superiority to all mortals. Thus, it is said that he is accomplished in

[knowing about] the realities (tattvas) and what is good for one (hita) and in

imparting this to others and that he is superior to others born in the fourth caste,

like Vidura and Sabari.?*®

In my opinion, the heterogeneity in the first two Manipravalam commentaries cannot

overshadow the aspects shared by all of the spheres, namely Ramanuja’s paradigmatic

212 |bid., 126.

213 |bid., 60.

214 |bid., 65-70.

215 Naficiyar’s image of Nammalvar was followed by his disciples, see ibid., Conclusion.

216 1hid., 105. These two characters are from the low caste in the Mahabharata and the Ramayara, respectively.
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soteriology and the devotional attitude, rooted in the Tamil scripture. As Clooney points out,
devotionalism in Ramanuja’s writing and theology makes sense once we assume the influence
of the Alvars on his Vedanta system.?!” The seeming difference may be accounted for by the
inheritance of Ramanuja’s theology and terminology in the case of the Arayirappari versus the
preference for the Tamil devotional attitude to God in the second commentary.?* The difference
in their Sanskrit and Tamil inclinations is also reflected in the styles of Manipravalam in their
works: while Pillan uses “highly Sanskritized Tamil,” Naficiyar’s Manipravalam is “more
tamilized.”?!® Naficiyar explicitly prioritizes the Tamil scripture along with the Tamil language
over Sanskrit norms and expressions in the introduction to his Orpatinayirappati. Naficiyar’s
validation of the Tamil scripture and language results in the association of these elements with
accessibility and intimacy. Tamil is also presented as the medium to express the devotee’s
desire and relationship towards God in soteriology—unlike Sanskrit which expresses
soteriological doctrine like bhakti only from the philosophical and theological perspective
based on the Upanisads. | argue that Nafnciyar’s argument is the first explicit articulation of the
Manipravalam sphere as distinct to the Sanskrit sphere established by previous generations as
it points to the difference between the two linguistic spheres.

In the introduction to the Onparinayirappasi, Naficiyar raises the possible objections

against the non-authoritative status of Nammalvar and the Tiruvaymoli as well as other Tamil

217 Clooney, “The Use of Sanskrit as a Theological Resource,” 17-18.

218 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 175. Raman points to the rise of the
hagiographical genre, of which the first traditional hagiography is the Sanskrit Divyasaricarita, as one of the
critical factors of the divergence. Unlike in the first commentary, the two genres, commentarial and
hagiographical, mingle in the second commentary, Naficiyar’s Onpatinayirappasi.

219 Carman and Narayanan, The Tamil Veda, xii, and Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism,
100.
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poems from people who belong to a Vedic community.??° Clooney sums up the objections:

Thereafter Naficiyar vigorously defends Tiruvaymol/i against a series of seven

objections which can be summarized briefly: 1. The songs cannot be taken

seriously, since they are written in a vernacular tongue instead of sacred

Sanskrit; 2. Women and low-class sizdras are well-versed in them, although they

are barred from access to real sacred texts; 3. They were composed in this worst

age of the world by a man of the lowest class, who has no access to knowledge;

4. Tiruvaymoli is a regional text, not available everywhere; 5. People from

outside the Vedic tradition accept it; 6. The songs judge inferior those states of

lordship and isolation which scripture and tradition describe as legitimate human

goals; and 7. the songs speak frequently of sexual desire, but such talk is contrary

to both scripture and tradition.??
The attacks are based mainly on two fundamental issues concerning the use of non-Sanskrit
language and the contradiction to Vedic orthodoxy. The first and fourth objections discredit
Tamil language (travira-pasai > (Sanskrit) dravida-bhasa) which is “prohibited” (nisitta-pasai
> (Sanskrit) nisiddha-bhdasa) to express divine revelation or sacred texts and limited to the South
Indian region, unlike Sanskrit (samskrta-pasai > (Sanskrit) samskrta-bhasa) whose authority is
undisputed and accessible in other areas. The other objections can be reduced to the
contradiction between the Tamil scripture, such as the Tiruvaymo/i, and Vedic Sanskrit corpus.
The Sanskrit scripture is not accessible to women and people of a lower class. In contrast, the
Tamil scripture is not only available to these groups of people but also composed by one of
them: Nammalvar, who was a sadra. The Tamil scripture further contains teachings on the

human goals and sexual desire, which are opposed to those found in the Vedic scripture. Unlike

the Sanskrit scripture, which is limited to Vedic communities, the Tamil scripture gains

220 For further discussion, see Clooney, Seeing through Texts, 124-126, Venkarachari, The Manipravala
Literature of the Srivaisnava Acaryas, 26-29, and Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism,
108. The text of Nafciyar’s introduction can be found in Pakavat Visayam, ed. Krishnaswami Ayyangar (Trichy:
Books Propagation Society, 1975), vol. 1, 61-64.

221 Clooney, Seeing through Texts, 125.
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recognition from those outside of Vedic orthodoxy also. According to the objector, the Vedic
norm and its expression can only exist in the Sanskrit sphere. As a result, the Tamil scripture
along with its linguistic medium, situated in the Tamil sphere, must be invalid as it is external
to the Sanskrit sphere.
In response to these objections, Nanciyar argues that Tamil could express topics related
to God and is accessible to lower-class people who do not know Sanskrit and those outside the
Tamil region. Therefore, the Tamil scripture composed in Tamil is as authoritative as the
Sanskrit scripture, but it is even more socially and geographically accessible. The Tamil
scripture is Nammalvar’s revelation of God’s teaching and is highly regarded by people outside
of the Vedic communities. It does not contradict the Vedic teachings. Some instructions in the
Tamil scripture, such as a sexual desire towards God and a disregard for other human goals
except the highest attainment of God, are rooted in prioritizing human’s devotional relationship
with God and the direct attainment of Him. Thus, the Tamil scripture highlights the desire and
criticizes other human goals such as lordship and isolated consciousness. Here is a selected
translation of Nafciyar’s answer:
1) According to Yama’s statement [purportedly from the untraceable verse in
the Matsyapurana], “Brahmaras should not sing anything in languages other
[than Sanskrit], except the praise of Hari (Visnu),” the prohibition of the
languages other [than Sanskrit] should apply only to the topics apart from
God [...]?%

2) Due to his great mercy, the alvar [Nammalvar] renders the meaning of the
Vedas in Tamil (travira-pasai), so that [people other than those from the

three castes] like women, sizdras, and so on, who are not eligible to [study]
the Vedas, will not be lost.

222 1n this statement, Yama reprimands the king for banishing Kaisikas and others who praise Visnu with
vernacular songs from his kingdom (Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaisnavism, 214, footnote
48).
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3) [...] [Nammalvar] is the receptacle of the direct divine grace; he is well-
versed in truth and human goals; he is active in teaching them; he is distinct
from [people from low caste] like Vidura and Sabari.
4) This language [, Tamil,] travels around and can be found everywhere in
places filled with learned people [...]
5) The acceptance of those outside of Vedic orthodoxy who see the excellence
of them [the Tamil poems] is the cause for their praiseworthiness.
6) They talk about devotion (bhakti), referred to in the Upanisads as meditative
worship (upasana) and knowledge of God, in terms of sexual love.
7) Lordship and isolated consciousness are criticized on the basis of their faults
such as [their results that] are little and unstable [...]%%
It should be noted that such treatment is, however, absent in the Arayirappari, which is devoted
to Ramanuja’s theology. This indicates that the crystallization of the Srivaisnavas’ connection
with the Tamil scripture and language is a pressing task by Naficiyar’s time. It might be the
case that Ramanuja’s explicit normativity, which is only in Sanskrit and highly Vedanta-
oriented, may not allow it to include the expanding and diversified community of followers or
attract new ones in the time of Naificiyar or within his social scope. Importantly, the normative
and expressive representations we have seen in the commentaries of these two authors,
especially the Onparinayirappari, were accommodated more in the following Manipravalam

literature, most evidently the rahasyagranthas, and thus pervades the Manipravalam sphere

more than the Sanskrit one as | will show in the next chapter.

223 pakavat Visayam, 62—63: kurittu, “harikirtim vinaivanyadbrahmageéna narésttama. bhasaganam na gatavyam
tasmat papam tvaya krtam. enra yamapnvacapattinpatiyé pasanisédham bhagavatvisayam oliya
bahyavisayankaliley akaiyalum [...] alvar tammuraiya krpatisayattalé vedattil anadhikarika/ana strisitratika/um
ilavatapayi vedarthattai dravidabhasaiyale aruficceykaiyalum [...] nirantarabhagavatkataksapatramumay,
tattvahitarka/il nipuparay, avarrainuraiya upadesattilum pravrttaray, vidurasabaryatikal/il ilaksaparanra alvar
[...] ippasai nagaiyati sistapracuramana desankalenkum untay [ ...] ivarrin napmaiyaik kanfa avaitikapusn kirap
parikrahikkai slakyatahétuv akaiyalum, vedanam eprum, upasanam eprum upanisattut tapzil colla pasukira
bhaktiyai ivarril kamamakak collukaiyalum, aisvaryakaivalyaska/ai disittatu alpastiratvadidosattaley
akaiyalum.” This translation is mine with the guidance of Clooney’s unpublished translation of Naficiyar’s
introduction. The Matsyapurana passage is untraceable.
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1.5 Summary

To summarize, the formation of the two language spheres by Ramanuja and Manipravalam
commentators that | deal with in this chapter precedes the time of the authors that I investigate
in the following chapters. Their linguistic boundaries were constructed by normativity and
expressivity, which, in turn, served as the conditions for the later authors. Specifically,
Ramanuja’s doctrinalization of bhakti set a paradigm for later systematization of self-surrender
in both Sanskrit and Manipravalam spheres. In order to be considered another valid
soteriological doctrine, self-surrender must be supported by Vedantic scripture and
hermeneutically subject to the Sanskrit sphere even if its surrendering attitude might be more
rooted in the Tamil poems. The argument that self-surrender is another Upanisadic doctrine was
essential to the preservation of the Vedantic status of Ramanuja’s system, especially in the
Sanskrit treatises which are directed toward and can be accessed by outsiders. As shown in the
subsequent chapters, self-surrender as found in the medieval Sanskrit treatises conforms more
to these models than the Manipravalam treatises. Due to Ramanuja’s Sanskrit soteriology,
Sanskrit came to be associated with philosophical and intellectual arguments, endeavors, and
debates. At the same time, it was perceived as being different from Tamil, which offers a
devotional tone to the whole community.

Self-surrender in Manipravalam literature moves away from the model of bhakti and
embodies notions that are more important in the Tamil scripture, namely the devotee’s
subordination to God in the liberating process to the extent that the devotee has very passive
role and self-surrender is no longer an action to be performed. Despite its root in the confluence
of Tamil and Sanskrit, self-surrender participates with these norms differently. The theological

terminology, characteristics, and hermeneutics used in the validation of self-surrender belong
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to the Sanskrit sphere, formulated by Ramanuja. Yet, the surrendering attitude, its accessibility,
intimacy, and the dominance of God in granting liberation are derived from the Tamil scripture
and recur as the primary modes of expression as seen in the Manipravalam commentaries.

As will be shown in the following chapters, | trace the development of self-surrender
step-by-step to see how the normativity and expressivity in Sanskrit and Manipravalam spheres
derived from Ramanuja’s Vedantic soteriology and the Tamil scripture and its Manipravalam
commentaries varyingly affect the later soteriological development in the Sanskrit and
Manipravalam treatises and how each post-Ramanuja author dealt with the restrictions within
their given or chosen sphere. One of the apparent conditioning factors is that Ramanuja’s first
soteriological doctrine is in Sanskrit under the VVedantic scriptural normativity without explicit
connection to the Tamil scripture. On the one hand, the following Sanskrit treatises, subjected
to the Sanskrit sphere, do not depend on the Tamil scripture in their soteriological arguments,
even if they are infused with the Tamil devotional representation. With Ramanuja’s
soteriological demarcation, self-surrender in the Sanskrit literature is modelled on the Vedantic
means such as bhakti. On the other hand, the Manipravalam authors incorporated Tamil
normativity and expressivity in addition to Ramanuja’s Sanskrit sphere and moved the
discussion closer to the Tamil scripture. They eventually prioritized total surrender and God’s
grace over Ramanuja’s modeling characteristics of bhakti. Finally, in the last chapter,
Vedantadesika used Manipravalam to transcend the norms and expressive limitations in each
language sphere, making possible the confluence of the two scriptures and the harmonization
of the previous debates on self-surrender not only in the Sanskrit texts but also those in

Manipravalam.
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CHAPTER 2
SYSTEMATIZATION
This chapter explores the moment when self-surrender was explicitly systematized by Vatsya
Varadaguru (c. 1165-1200 to 1277)%* and Periyavaccan Pillai (c. 1167-1262),%%> who
inhabited Kaficipuram and Srirangam, respectively, based on the linguistic representations in
Sanskrit and Manipravalam that were influential in these locations. Although both authors
subscribed to Ramanuja’s soteriological model of bhakti, the norms and expressions in the
different language spheres that reflect the intellectual contexts of the two locations conditioned
their Sanskrit and Manipravalam treatises on self-surrender, resulting in a difference in the sets
of authority that they highlight and their definitions of self-surrender. Although self-surrender
was already an alternative to bhakti in the Manipravalam commentaries on the Tiruvaymoli that
preceded the treatises investigated here, the linguistic representations, specifically the scriptural
authorities and theological characteristics, that these authors chose to devise and, in some cases,
invent in their systematization of self-surrender, serve as the defining norms and expressions
for the later doctrinal development of self-surrender in the corresponding domains of Sanskrit
and Manipravalam. | chose these two authors because they were contemporary and could be
compared to chart their engagement with the linguistic spheres of Sanskrit and Manipravalam.
Unfortunately, we have little historical evidence on their lives, and I, therefore, rely mostly on
their works and the traditional account of their lineages to reconstruct these authors. Their
engagement with their respective linguistic spheres also reflects their social and intellectual

contexts. Based on the tradition today, these two authors were part of different lineages that

224 This date is proposed by Marlewicz, “Self-Surrender of the Afflicted One.”
225 The date is given in Mumme, The Srivaispava Theological Dispute, 14.
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were retrospectively considered as the Vatakalai and Tenkalai.

Because Vatsya Varadaguru was preceded by the Kaiici authors, he can be considered
a part of the Sanskrit sphere. He was a disciple of Visnu Citta who was the disciple of
Tirukkurukaip Piran Pillan, the first commentator of the Tiruvaymo/i and was succeeded by the
significant figures in Kaficipuram, such as Atreya Ramanuja and Vedantadesika. Periyavaccan
Pillai, however, was a student of Nampillai, who was the disciple of Narciyar, the second
commentator of the Tiruvaymoli, and himself a Manipravalam commentator of the Tamil
hymns. The Srirangam community Periyavaccan Pillai inhabited was saturated with
Manipravalam norms and expressions because, by this time, it was known to be the main site
for the production of the Manipravalam commentaries and discussions of self-surrender as an
alternative to bhakti. While Vatsya Varadaguru composed only Sanskrit works, Periyavaccan
Pillai used only Manipravalam and was immersed in the world of the Manipravalam
commentaries.

Both authors invented a new genre of literature that focuses on the systematization of
self-surrender. Vatsya Varadaguru was, to my knowledge, the only Sanskrit author around this
time who openly regards self-surrender as an alternative soteriological doctrine in his
Prapannaparijata. However, he limited his systematization of self-surrender only to one work
while devoting his other works, namely the Premeyamala, the Tattvasara, and the
Tattvanirnaya to Vedantic philosophical discussions. His other works consolidate Ramanuja’s
bhakti as the primary doctrine found in the Vedantic treatises of other authors around the twelfth
and thirteenth centuries in Kafci, such as Narayanarya, Atreya Ramanuja, and
Meghanadarisri.

Among the Manipravalam authors of this time, Periyavaccan Pillai is innovative and
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has the most variety in his composition. He was the first acarya to comment on all of the Alvars’
Tamil poems, not merely the Tiruvaymo/i.??® In addition, he introduced Manipravalam
commentaries on the devotional Sanskrit works of Yamuna and Ramanuja. Importantly, he
initiated the genre of the rahasyagranthas. One could say that in order to systematize self-
surrender, Periyavaccan Pillai set up this new platform, the rahasyagrathas, to specifically
defend self-surrender based on both the Sanskrit and Tamil scriptures. He then uses the three
secrets, the Tirumantra, Dvaya, and Caramasloka, to harmonize these two scriptures as | show
below. As Patricia Mumme argues, Manipravalam became “a major vehicle for the expression
of Srivaisnava doctrine” and not just a tool for commenting on the Tamil hymns thanks to
Periyavaccan Pillai.?2” As we will see in subsequent chapters, the later authors in the Srirangam
community only used Manipravalam in their theological treatises. To converse with these
authors, according to the traditional record, Vedantadesika himself wrote in Manipravalam
instead of Sanskrit, which he employed during his stay in Kaficipuram.?? It should be noted
that the three secrets became specific to the Manipravalam language sphere thanks to
Periyavaccan Pillai’s rahasyagranthas even if they are in Sanskrit and can be found in the
earlier Sanskrit works of Ramanuja and Parasara Bhattar before. In this chapter, | investigate
Periyavaccan Pillai’s most comprehensive rahasyagrantha, the Parantarahasyam.??°

The invention of the novel Sanskrit text on self-surrender and the Manipravalam

226 For Periyavaccan Pillai’s life and role as a commentator, see Anandakichenin, My Sapphire-hued Lord, 84—
87.

221 Mumme, The Srivaispava Theological Dispute, 5.

228 See Chapters 4 and 5.

229 vJaradachari in Agamas and South Indian Vaisnavism (322) indicates that the Paranatarahasyam was
composed by Periyavaccan Pillai’s son, Nayanar Accan Pillai (c. 1227-1327). However, Mumme (The
Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 14) and Venkatachari (The Manipravala Literature of the Srivaisnava Acaryas,
116-120) both attribute this work to Periyavaccan Pillai. In my opinion, there is enough area of similarity in
terms of the ideas and style of composition in the Paranatarahasyam and Periyavaccan Pillai’s works authorship
is not in doubt of Periyavaccan Pillai like the commentary on Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya and the Nigamanappati.

96



rahasyagranthas are crucial to the defense that self-surrender is an independent means
alternative to bhakti and the claim that self-surrender can be found in different linguistic
terrains. Thus, one could say that the two authors participated in their own social and intellectual
domains and intended to establish self-surrender for their distinct audiences at Kafncipuram and
Srirangam despite their shared influence from Ramanuja and social interactions. This is evident
in their varying incorporations of the scriptural sources and understandings of self-surrender. It
should be noted that dissimilarity may be partly based on the styles of the compositions: verse
in the Prapannaparijata and prose in the Parantarahasyam.

To explain further, in the Prapannaparijata, Vatsya Varadaguru provides Sanskrit
scriptural authorities for its validation of self-surrender. Instead of the Tamil scripture and the
paradigm of the three secrets, he resorts to the Paficaratra Samhitas as another foundational
scriptural source. In the conclusion of the Prapannaparijata, Vatsya Varadaguru imagines a
community of good people who undertake self-surrender as the audience of this work. He
claims that this composition, entitled “Prapannaparijata,” validates self-surrender through the
authority of the Sanskrit scripture, namely sruti, smrti, the statements of the sages, and the
Paficaratra Sambhitas.?*° Self-surrender which is referred to in the verses as “offering” (nyasa)
is likened to a boat that will carry those who perform it across transmigration to liberation:

A great bridge across the milky ocean of practices of those who have
surrendered is assembled with the pieces of the mountains of Vedanta, smrti,
important and true statements of the sages, and Paricaratra Samhitas.

Those who desire to quickly attain the far shore of the ocean by this path
surely will be liberated [due to] being free from previous and later sinful actions.

230 The title can be interpreted as “the Parijata tree for those who surrender” (prapanna-parijata). Parijata which
is a name of a tree refers to God who grants the goal to the devotees (Rajagopalan, “The ST Vaisnava
Understanding of Bhakti and Prapatti,” 296).
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The ship of offering (nyasa) has a bottom board, which is held together
and fixed by wretchedness, is loaded with pins of faith, can be controlled by
pulling the rope of a request, and has offering as the good oar.
[Since] it [the ship of offering] carries embodied beings across
the ocean of transmigration, fearless people who get on it will be rescued [from
the ocean of transmigration] immediately and without any defects.
The composition titled the “Prapannaparijata” is known in the world as
that in which all the needs are produced for good people all around.?3!
This concluding verse reflects that the scriptural authority and validity of self-surrender are
focal concerns of the Prapannaparijata. This is also seen through the fact that the majority of
the topics in this work are related to scripture.?®? The last verse then states that the goal of the
text is to provide all of the needs for the devotees through the teaching of self-surrender. Thus,
self-surrender is meant for the whole community.?3® However, given the limited eligibility of

bhakti as shown in the first chapter, the project to consolidate bhakti probably presents an

intellectual argument to defend Ramanuja’s philosophical system of Vedanta rather than an

2381 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, ed. P. V. Ramanujaswami (Tirupati: Tirumala-Tirupati
Devasthanams, 1954), 55-56: traiyantasmytimukhyasanmunivacaisripamcaratracalaksodraiz samghayitah
prapannacarita/ ksirabdhisetur mahan | ye varichnty amuna patha ‘ptum acirat param bhavambhonidhe/ te
parvottarapapakarmanicayais mukta vimuktah smytah ||

karpapyacitabaddhamalaphalaka visvasakilacita yaciiabandhanarajjukrstivasaga niksepasamksepanif |
samsararpavatarini tanubhytam nyasatmanauk tam imam acchidram atha parayisnum abhayah sadyo ‘dhirudha
janah ||

asesapeksitam yatra parito jayate satam | prapannaparijatakhyas prabandhas kathito bhuvi ||

232 The Prapannaparijata is divided into ten chapters. | base the names of the chapters on the 1954 edition, 1-3.
The first three chapters outline scriptural authority (lit., the prosperity of scriptural authority - manasaubhagya),
nature (svaripa), and an eligible person (adhikari). The following chapters elaborate on the performance of self-
surrender in relation to mantras and the relationship between the practitioners in the community. The fourth
chapter deals with the relationship between acaryas and those who have surrendered as well as the role of
acaryas in the transmission of the Dvaya. The next chapter illustrates the service that needs to be done after self-
surrender by the exclusive devotees (ekantis) and the best devotees (paramaikantis). It defines service as an
obligatory rite (nitya-karma) but not as a means to liberation. The sixth chapter describes the service that the
devotees should perform to Sri and the attendants of God. The following chapter (bhagavad-upasana) proclaims
the importance of the Vaisnava community. Chapter 8 instructs the practitioners to conform to the scripture and
their injunctions. Chapter 9 makes known the avoidance of prohibited acts and the performance of expiations
when offenses occur. The final chapter proclaims that being God’s eternal servant in Vaikuntha is the ultimate
result of self-surrender.

233 Marlewicz, “Self-Surrender of the Afflicted One,” 299. Also, it should be noted that Vatsya Varadaguru does
not mention the word “srivaispava” anywhere in the Prapannaparijata and the word used in the text is
“vaispava,” which can be found both in Vatsya Varadaguru’s words and citations on pages 16, 21-23, 34-35,
41-42, 45-46, 48-49, and 54.
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actual engagement with the practice.

In contrast, in the Parantarahasyam, we see the combination of the Sanskrit and Tamil
scriptural norms made possible thanks to the use of Manipravalam. Indebted to the preceding
Manipravalam commentators on the Tiruvaymoli, Periyavaccan Pillai regards the
Nalayirativiyappirapantam as authoritative and presents self-surrender as the main doctrine.
Periyavaccan Pillai’s work can be characterized as an incorporation and expansion of the
previously less systematic and explicit discussions on self-surrender in the Manipravalam
commentaries.?®* Importantly, his preference for the authoritative sources in addition to the
Sanskrit scripture and prioritization of self-surrender over bhakti point to his intention to
provide an alternative to Ramanuja’s Sanskrit soteriology of bhakti, which is not available to
the whole community. Thus, unlike Vatsya Varadaguru’s argument which is more for
intellectual and philosophical in its defense and debates, with Manipravalam as the medium,
Periyavaccan Pillai’s system of self-surrender takes into account the accessibility and practices
of the community.

In what follows, | will first illustrate that both authors rely on the Vedantic Sanskrit
scripture, itihasas, and Paficaratra Samhitas in their systematization of self-surrender to argue
that they share the same normative influence from Ramanuja’s Sanskrit soteriological model
and the Manipravalam commentaries. It should be noted that the Pancaratra Samhitas seem to
already play a role in Yamuna’s Agamapramanya and Ramanuja’s works such as the

Gadyatraya and Nityagrantha.?®® These texts have the status of scripture as they are God’s

234 According to Clooney, his Manipravalam commentary should be understood as an incorporation and
amplification of the previous commentaries (Seeing through Texts, 34).

235 Section 1.3. For more information on the Paficaratra Samhitas in the Srivaisnava theological context,
especially related to Sri, Kumar, The Goddess Laksmi.
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words and thus created by God since the time of Yamuna.?*¢ However, the Paficaratra Samhitas
became part of the normativity of self-surrender for the first time thanks to Periyavaccan Pillai
and Vatsya Varadaguru. However, as a part of the Manipravalam domain, Periyavaccan Pillai
incorporates the norms, such as the Tamil scripture and the three secrets, in his treatise, while
they are absent in Vatsya Varadaguru’s Sanskrit treatise, as I show in the second and third
sections.?” The authors’ participations in the two locations and language spheres render the
distinction in their treatments of self-surrender as we see in the last section. While Vatsya
Varadaguru identifies self-surrender with bhakti to conform to the Sanskrit soteriological
expression of a doctrine based on bhakti and to gain his community’s acceptance of the Sanskrit
authors who mainly, but not exclusively, consolidated bhakti as the primary soteriological
doctrine, Periyavaccan Pillai, in accordance with other Manipravalam authors, explicitly prefers
self-surrender and shapes it with the Tamil devotional expression as illustrated in the

Manipravalam commentaries.

2.1 The Sanskrit Norms of Self-Surrender

In their works, both Vatsya Varadaguru and Periyavaccan Pillai validate self-surrender within
the Vedantic system and share the same set of Sanskrit scripture, namely sruti, itihasas, and
Paficaratra Samhitas. The fact that the two authors choose to use the same set of scripture in
their systematization of self-surrender, along with the fact that there is clear familiarity with it

in the early Manipravalam commentaries, indicates that these scriptural sources were internally

236 See McCrea, “Does God Have Free Will.”

237 1t should be noted that, in addition to the incorporation of the Tamil hymns and itihgsas, Mumme in The
Srivaispava Theological Dispute also argues for the use of analogies and Puranas as the main strategies of the
Srirangam acaryas. Here, | explore Periyavaccan Pillai’s reliance on the same sets of authorities and further pay
attention to the Pafcaratra Samhitas and the three secrets as they are evidently brought into discussions by
Periyavaccan Pillai more than the analogies and itihasas in his Parantarahasyam.
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circulated and definitely accepted around that time. It is also likely that how both use the
scripture is influenced by Ramanuja’s incorporation of the Vedantic Sanskrit scripture in his
system of bhakti. However, these two authors were the first to elaborately claim that these
sources contain injunctions for self-surrender. Their incorporations of these injunctions set the
normative paradigms for both the Sanskrit and Manipravalam spheres in the soteriologial

context of self-surrender.

2.1.1 Injunctions of Self-surrender

Both authors cite passages from Sanskrit scripture to present the main Vedantic injunctions of
self-surrender, proving that self-surrender is an independent means to liberation. By assigning
Vedantic injunctions to self-surrender, they further argue that self-surrender is a Vedantic
doctrine just like bhakti, making it a valid alternative doctrine. Among the citations from sruti
and smrti, both authors regard passages from the Mahanarayana Upanisad, the Svetasvatara
Upanisad, and the Visnupurana, as the most significant injunctions of self-surrender.

Vatsya Varadaguru, in the first chapter on the scriptural authority, claims that the
mantra in the Vedas prescribes self-surrender as an offering (nyasa). According to Gerhard
Oberhammer, the concept of an offering may be derived from Vatsya Varadaguru’s
interpretation of “the doctrine of asceticism” as an “internalized sacrifice” in Taittiriya
Arapyaka 10.63.19: “You, who are pervading and delighting in wealth, are joined with the
breath. O Brahman, you are the creator of all and the giver of energy to the fire, speech to the
sun, splendor to the moon, You are grasped in the sacrificial ladle. One should offer oneself as

aum to You, the great glorious Brahman.”?® This passage is similar to Mahanarayana

238 Taittiriya Aranyaka, ed. Suriya Mahajan (Punyakhyapattane: Anandasrama, 2008), vol. 2, 274-275:
vasuranyo vibhur asi prane tvam api sandhata brahman tvam asi visvasrktejodas tvam asy agner vacadas tvam
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Upanisad 24.2.2° Vatsya Varadaguru then innovatively applies this concept to self-
surrender.?#® Oberhammer’s observation points out that Vatsya Varadaguru’s implicit
classification of self-surrender as a VVedic offering might come from a Mahanarayara Upanisad

passage. The Prapannaparijata passage reads:

Self-surrender is first enjoined in the Veda of Taittiriyas (Taittirzya
Arapyaka) and the application of this practice is [derived] from the mantra
[beginning with] “vasuranya.”

In the same manner, Brahman, who is to be worshiped in this case, is
said to be the cause of all and is the only One to be surrendered to by this
[epithet] “the Creator of the universe, the all-pervading one.”

Brahman is praised with the qualities in this manner: You are the giver
of splendor to the suns like before; You are brilliant and pleasant.

Having made oneself an offering, one should offer the body into the great
fire of Brahman with the syllable aum as handed down through transmission.

Thus, the application of this self-surrender is passed down as consisting
of the sacred syllable aum. The application is referred to in the body of offering
by the wise in the same manner.

Best people say that, among austerities, there is self-surrender (prapatti)
which is called offering (nyasa). The Dvaya is remembered in the vallis of Karha
[Upanisad] as the prayer for self-surrender.?*

In addition, Vatsya Varadaguru paraphrases Svetasavatara Upanisad 6.18, “Who at first

created the Brahman and delivered to him the Vedas; who manifests himself by his own

asi suryasya dyumnodas tvam asi candramasa upayamagrhito ’si brahmane tva mahasa om ity atmanam yusijita
iti.

2% Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.2 (Bombay: Government Central Book Depdt, 1888), 25.

240 Oberhammer, “The Influence of Orthodox Vaisnavism,” 48. However, it should be noted that Periyavaccan
Pillai uses the same Mahanarayana Upanisad passage to identify self-surrender with the offering as well. Thus,
Vatsya Varadaguru’s identification might not be innovative. Oberhammer further suggests that the concept of an
internalized sacrifice might have been derived from Vaisnava orthodoxy that also influenced Ramanuja’s system
(ibid., 48-49).

241 v/atsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 3—4:

prapattiz—taittiriyanam vede tavat vidhiyate | nyasabhyasaprayogo hi “vasuranye” ti mantratah ||

tatropasyam yatha brahma sarvakarapgam ucyate | prapattavyam tadaiveti “vibhu visvasrg” iti api ||
suryadinam yathaparvam tejah kalpayita asi ca | vasuvat ramagiyo asi iti evam brahma guraih stutam ||
jivatmanam havih krtva tacchariram mahiyasi | brahmagnai juhuyad om ity anena amnayaripitam ||

iti prapatter amnatak prayoga/ pragavatmana | tasyaivam viduso yajfiasarire tatra kalpitas ||

prapattim tapasam esam nyasakhyamahuruttamah | amnatam kathavallisu prapatter vacakam dvayam || For the
Karha Upanisad, see Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, Chapter 7.
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intelligence—in that God do I, desirous of liberation, seek refuge,” to affirm that self-surrender
is enjoined as a means to liberation in Vedantic scripture:?#?
The favorable authority is stated to be in harmony with Svetzsvatara [Upanisad].
The Upanisad states the instruction of the performance of offering in this way.
One who desires liberation should seek refuge for the sake of [His] grace which
is the knowledge of the self as it is said in sruti that “[ Brahman] created Brahma in the
beginning” [and] “He taught him [the Vedas].”?*3
He then resorts to Vispupurana 1.9.72, “There will be affliction, desire, confusion, and
unhappiness as long as one does not take refuge with You, the destroyer of all sins,” to claim
the supremacy of God in granting liberation to a person who surrenders to Him.?** Vatsya
Varadaguru’s use of the Vispupurapa as the main authority, especially regarding the supremacy
of God, is unmistakably influenced by the way Ramanuja’s use of the text in the Sribhdsya.
Although Ramanuja does not cite the same passage as Vatsya Varadaguru, he frequently refers
to the Vispupurana in the Sribhasya.?*> Vatsya Varadaguru also incorporates other smyti texts
as citations. For example, in the first chapter, he supports the soteriological status of self-

surrender with passages from Dharmasastra,?*¢ such as Manusmyti 8.9.2, “[I]f the witness has

no quarrel with Yama, the god of death and the judge of the dead, then there is no need for him

22 Translated by Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, 433. For the full text, see ibid., 432.

243 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 4-5:

pramanam subhagam praha svetasvatarasamjiiitam [corr., “samhita”] | praha copanisannyase yatha
‘nusthanadarsing || “brahmanam vidadhaty agre” “yas tasmai disati” srutih | atmajiianaprasadartham
mumuksul saranam vrajet ||

24 Ibid., 7: “Parasara who knows the supremacy of God due to the boon of Vasistha declared in the Visrupurana
in this way, ‘There will be affliction, desire, confusion, and unhappiness as long as one does not take refuge with
You, the destroyer of all sins’ [Visnupurapa 1.9.72].”

(varadanat vasisthasya devataparamarthyavit | parasarah pranijagau purape vaispave tatha ||

“tavad artis tada vasnicha tavan mohak tada” sukham | yavan na yati sarapam tvam asesaghanasanam ||). See
Visnupurapa 1.9.72, vol. 1, 50.

245 For Ramanuja’s use of the Visnupurana, see Adluri, Textual Authority.

246 \/atsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 8-9:

yamo vaivasvato raja yas tavaisa hrdi sthitaz | tena ced avivadas te ma gasigam ma kurizn gamai || and

atha patakabhitas tvam sarvabhavena bharata! vimuktanyasamarambho narayanaparo bhava ||

103



to visit the Ganges or the land of the Kurus to expiate his sin,”?*” and Visnudharma 64.70, “O
Bharata! You who are afraid of sins, having given up all other efforts, become devoted to
Narayana in every way. 248

As we have seen, Vatsya Varadaguru’s use of Sanskrit scripture in the
Prapannaparijata is indeed conditioned by the style of scholastic composition in Sanskrit. In
the same manner, Periyavaccan Pillai also cites many Upanisadic passages, especially the
Chandogya Upanisad and the Mahanarayana Upanisad, to explain theological issues, such as
the nature of Brahman in his Parantarahasyam as | will show.?%°

Periyavaccan Pillai introduces the Parantarahasyam and the soteriology of self-
surrender as part of Ramanuja’s Vedantic system, consisting of the first part (Piirva Mimamsa)
or the Vedas and the subsequent part (Uttara Mimamsa) or the Brahmasitra.?*® In the chapter

on the Dvaya, Periyavaccan Pillai cites Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1, which states that the

247 Translated by Olivelle, Manu’s Code of Law (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 310. For the text,
see ibid., 676. See also ibid., 370, for more information on the Dharmasastra.

28 Vispudharma 64.70, ed. Reinhold Griinendahl (Wieshaden: O. Harrassowitz, 1983), vol. 1, 114.

249 See Periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, Chapter on the Dvaya.

250 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 1: “Due to God’s causeless grace, one turns away from the traditions
like Sankhya and others which are outside of the Vedas. Having entered into the Vedas which are faultless
authority, among the Vedas, one enters into the knowledge part [of the Vedas] since there is no use for the first
part [of the Vedas] which makes known the lower human goals like heaven which tie [one to transmigration].
Then, in that part, having abandoned the liberation in isolation, which is somewhat better than sovereignty since
it is lasting, and its means that person has a desire for liberation which is characterized as the supreme human
goal and is in conformity to the nature unlike liberation in isolation and sovereignty. Then, one is discouraged by
the thought of the difficulty of karmayoga, jiianayoga, and so on which are the means to [attain liberation]. So,
one has a desire for the means which conforms to the nature [and becomes eligible for this means]. The three
secrets should be studied by the eligible person since they individually make known the means and the goals
which are in conformity and appropriate to what [that person] desires.” (nirhétukabhagavadprasadam atiyaka
vedabahyamapa sankhyadidarsaparnkalil vimukhanay, nirdosapramanamana veédattil pukuntu, atil
bandhakamara svargadiksazdrapurusarthasika/aiyum tatsadhaparikalaiyum pratipadikkira parvakapzattil
prayojanam illamaiyaleé jaanabhagattile pukuntu, atilum aisvaryattirkagzil nityatvadikalale ciritu adhikamana
kaivalyattaiyum tatsadhapattaiyum vigzu, avvaisvaryakaivalyarikalaip polanriyilé svarapanuriapamana
paramapurusarthalaksaramaksattilé ruciyuzaiyanay, tatsadharamapa karmajrianadikaluraiya
duskaratvadyanusandhapattale kliszanay, svarapanurizpamapa upayattile ruciyuzaiyapay irukkum adhikarikku,
abhimatamay anuripamay iruntu//a anta upayopeéyasnka/ait tapittaniyé jiapikkira rahasyatrayamum
jaatavyamakak karavatu).
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offering is superior to other ascetic practices: “Thus, offering is said to be superior to these
austerities.”?! The passage is followed by another passage from Mahanarayapna Upanisad
21.2, in which the offering is likened to the Supreme Brahman.?®? He then argues that self-
surrender is characterized as the offering, and the offering is nothing other than God who is the
only means to attain the highest goal, which is God Himself. In this context, the passages from
the Mahanarayana Upanisad are the main source for the concept of offering and the

identification between self-surrender and the offering:

The manifold means—which are described as it is done in, “truthfulness,
austerity, self-control, donation, duty, procreation, sacrificial offering to the fire,
sacrificial ritual, mental contemplation, and offering,” which are written in the
scripture as being the means to obtain service, which is thus the ultimate goal—
are said to be superior to the others, as said in, “Thus, the offering is said to be
superior to these austerities” [Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1] [and] “Offering is
Brahman; Brahman is the Supreme; The Supreme is Brahman; Offering is
superior to those austerities which are inferior” [Mahanarayana Upanisad 21.2].
And the special means called offering (nyasa) is stated as being the most
superior above all, as in, “Thus, truthfulness is said to be supreme” [and] “Thus,
austerity is said to be supreme.” And since every single thing other than that is
called inferior; because a special means that is more distinguished than this is
not evoked; and because the means suitable for the obtainment of that service is
the means that is referred to by the word “I pay obeisance” [in the Dvaya], there
are the means and the goal, which are the intention of all the scriptures.?3

21 1t should be noted that Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1, 25: “tasman nyasam esam tapasam atiriktam ahus,” is
echoed almost word for word by the Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.36, ed. M. D. Ramanujacarya (Madras: The Adyar
Library and Research Centre, 1966), vol. 2, 371: “But, among these austerities, offering is heard as being the
distinguished one” (tesam tu tapasam nyasam atiriktam tapak srutam). This is made explicit by Vedantadesika
in the Nikseparaksa as we will see in Chapter 4.

22 Mahanarayana Upanisad 21.2, 23. It is also cited in Periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 45.

253 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 20-21: appati paramaprapyamara kairikaryattaip perukaikku
sadharamaka sastrarnka/ilé elutukira, “satyam tapo damas samé danam dharmal prajananam agnyognihotram
yajiio manasam nyasah” enrappolé, collukira sadhanasamitharikalai, “tasmat satyam paramam vadanti, tasmat
tapals paramam vadanti” enru onrukkonru utkystamaka colli, ellattukkum melé “tasman nyasam ésam tapasam
atiriktam ahuf” “nyasa iti brahma, brahma hi paras, pare hi brahma, tani va etany varani tapamsi nyasa
evatyarécayat” enru sarvatkrstamaka nyasasabdavacyamapa upayavisesattaic colli, tatvyariktasika/aiyaraiya
apakrsramakac collukaiyalum, itukku melé vilaksapamayiruppatu oru upayavisesattai ezamaiyalum, anta
kairikaryapraptikku ucitamana upayamum namassabdoktamapa upayame akaiyale, ivai
sakalasastratatparyarika/ana upayopayankal.
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Given that both authors draw from the same scriptural sources and agree on the identification
between self-surrender and the offering, we can assume that the Mahanarayana Upanisad
might also be the main source for the concept of the offering in the Prapannaparijata.

Periyavaccan Pillai structures the Parantarahasyam according to the three secrets, the
Tirumantra, the Dvaya, and the Caramasloka, devoting one chapter to each of them. Like VVatsya
Varadaguru, Periyavaccan Pillai incorporates the same passages from Svetasvatara Upanisad
6.18, Visnupurapa 1.9.72, and also Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1 in the Caramasloka Chapter
and also the Dvaya Chapter.?>* Periyavaccan Pillai employs these passages along with other
citations to present injunctions of self-surrender. Interestingly, he assigns different roles to the
passages from the three sources in the summary of the first part of the Dvaya. He separates the
Vispupurana passage from the other two Upanisadic passages, arguing that the Visrupurana
passage only communicates the fact that God is the accomplished means (siddhopaya) for four
groups of people. On the other hand, the two Upanisadic passages single out one particular
group of people among the four stated in Vispupuranra 1.9.72 who are eligible to request the
result of liberation. Thus, the Visnupurapa passage indicates that God is the accomplished
means which is the meaning of the first part of the Dvaya. The other two passages are in
accordance with the later part of the Dvaya which makes known the result:

Then, since the accomplished means which has been accepted in this [first part

of the Dvaya] is common to all four kinds of eligible people, beginning with

those who are afflicted, as in the statement, “There will be affliction, desire,

confusion, and unhappiness as long as one does not take refuge with You, the

destroyer of all sins” [Vispupurana 1.9.72], there is the need to say which

eligible person is the one who has accepted [God] as the means among those

previously stated. Given that is the case, the later part [of the Dvaya] specifies
the eligible one through the determination based on his request for a particular

254 See section 2.2.1 for Vatsya Varadaguru. Note that Vatsya Varadaguru focuses on the second part of
Mahanarayana Upanisad 24 not the first one like Periyavaccan Pillai.
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result as stated in “in that God do I, desirous of liberation, seek refuge”

[Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.18] “One attains the greatness of Brahman”

[Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1]. Thus, it means that [the Dvaya] requests the

means in the former part and the goal which is its result in the later part.?>

With Manipravalam as a medium, Periyavaccan Pillai has a choice to cite from
scriptures in both Sanskrit and Tamil, yet he provides only Sanskrit citations to prove the
injunctions of self-surrender. His decision to use only Sanskrit scripture to validate self-
surrender suggests that Sanskrit is an embodiment of the authority and validation in soteriology
thanks to Ramanuja’s model of using Sanskrit Vedantic scriptures in validating a doctrine like
in the case of bhakti. Even though the Parantarahasyam is in Manipravalam, its soteriological
arguments are closely tied to the Sanskrit sphere. In addition to sruti, the two authors further

bring in the authoritative sources which are, according to them, subordinate to the Upanisads,

namely itihasas and Paficaratra Samhitas, to systematize self-surrender.

2.1.2 Itihasas and Paiicaratra Samhitas

The itihasas, namely the Mahabharata and the Ramayara, are another authoritative source in
Vatsya Varadaguru’s Prapannaparijata and Peiryavaccan Pillai’s Parantarahasyam. It should
be noted that Yamuna alludes to the two itihasas’ narratives of God’s promises, especially when
Rama vows to save any beings who surrenders to Him, including Vibhisana, in the Stotraratna

64.2% Ramanuja follows Yamuna when he cites two passages from these two itihasas, namely

255 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 35: apantaram, itil svikrtamapa siddhopayam “tavad artis tada
vaccha tavan mohah tada ‘sukham, yavan na yati sarapam tvam asésaghanasanam” enru, artadikalana
caturvidhadhikarika/ukkum sadharapam akaiyale, ivarkalil kil upayasvikarazam panni nirkiravap enta adhikari
enkira apeksayile, “mumuksar vai sarapam aham prapadye” “brahmané mahimanam apnoti” enkirapatiye
phalavisesaprarthanariapadhyavasayattale ivapai visésikkiratu: uttarartham. aka, parvarthattale
upayaprarthapam pannirray, uttararthattale tatphalamapa upeéyattai prarttikkiratu epratayirru. Vispupuranpa
1.9.72, vol. 1, 50. The Svetasvatara Upanisad passage is translated by Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, 433. For
the text of Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1, see 25.

256 Section 1.3.
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Ramayana 6.12.20 and Bhagavadgita 18.66 in his Saranagatigadya. Naiiciyar also has high
regard for itihgsas in his Manipravalam commentary.?% By the time of Vatsya Varadaguru and
Periyavaccan Pillai, these two passages can be regarded as paradigmatic passages of
soteriological self-surrender. Influenced by their predecessors, both authors employ the same
paradigmatic passages from the two itihasas. However, Vatsya Varadaguru and Periyavaccan
Pillai treat these passages differently, as we will see.

Vatsya Varadaguru uses the two passages to prove that self-surrender is enjoined in
smyti as it is the case in sruti.?®® Without any commentary on the passages, Vatsya Varadaguru
treats them as injunctions of self-surrender, two among various others. This is understandable
given that he pays attention to the validation of self-surrender and its identification with bhakti
in the Prapannaparijata. Importantly, Vatsya Varadaguru does not regard Bhagavadgita 18.66
as the Caramasloka or one of the three secrets as in the Parantarahasyam, nor does he present
it as the main Vedantic injunction of self-surrender as we will see in Vedantadesika’s

Nikseparaksa.?>

257 Section 1.4,

258 \/atsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 7: “God stated in the Ramayapa and the Mahabharata,

“For someone who surrenders to Me even once and for someone who begs, ‘I am yours,’ I give safety

for all beings. This is My promise” [Ramayana 6.12.20].

“Having abandoned all dharmas, come to Me alone for refuge. | will free you from all sins. Do not

grieve” [Bhagavadgita 18.66].” (ramayane ca bhagavan bharate ca yad uktavan

“sakrdeva prapannaya tavasmiti ca yacate | abhayam sarvabhatebhyo dadamy etad vratam mama” ||
“sarvadharman parityajya mam ekam sarapam vraja | aham tva sarvapapebhyo moksayisyami ma

sucak” ||). For the Ramayana passage, see vol. 6, 70. See also section 1.3.

29 |n addition to Bhagavadgita 18.66, Vatsya Varadaguru cites parts of Bhagavadgita 7.18-19 (vol. 2, 41-43)
which he views as prescribing independent self-surrender as a soteriological doctrine. Unlike what we have seen
in Ramanuja’s Gitabhasya and Gadyatraya (sections 1.2 and 1.3), Vatsya Varadaguru interprets the predicate to
surrender in a more literal sense compared to Ramanuja. In the Gitabhasya, Ramanuja construes self-surrender
in Bhagavadgita 7.19 in the sense of contemplation which is equivalent to bhakti. In the Saranagatigadya, he
understands that the two Bhagavadgita passages describe the one with knowledge who is in the stage before the
undertaking of bhakti. According to his reading, the two verses point to the fact that the one with knowledge who
surrenders to God at the end of many births is the best among the devotees. Here are the Bhagavadgita passages
in Vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 50:

“It is said by God Himself, “The one with knowledge is regarded as My Self” [Bhagavadgita 7.18].

One surrenders [to God] after the end of many births and deaths out of good fortune.
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Unlike Vatsya Varadaguru, Periyavaccan Pillai situates Bhagavadgita 18.66 within the
paradigm of the three secrets and the Manipravalam soteriological sphere. He recognizes
Bhagavadgita 18.66 as the Caramasloka and assigns a particular function and status to it in
relation to the other secrets, namely the Tirumantra and the Dvaya. He devotes the last chapter
of the Parantarahasyam to the interpretation and the theological explanation of the
Caramasloka. Periyavaccan Pillai argues that the Caramasloka, which is God’s speech in the
Bhagavadgita, has the same status as itiha@sas and Puranas, which play a role in reinforcing the
Vedas (upabrmharna).?®® He also provides word-for-word commentary for the Caramasloka.
Collectively, the Caramasloka instructs a person who has no other means and refuge like Arjuna
to surrender to God through the determination that God is the means for the attainment of the
goal.?®! Periyavaccan Pillai also cites other passages of the Bhagavadgita. For example, he
brings in Bhagavadgita 7.14, 15.4, and 18.62 to argue that the exclusive devotion to God is
necessary in the context of self-surrender:262

The word “alone” (eka) indicates the object to be accepted as stated in, “May

You alone be the means for me” [Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.31] “Having attained

your feet alone as refuge” [Ramayana 5.36.28 or 29?7] “Those who surrender to

Me alone” [Bhagavadgita 7.14] “I surrender to the Primordial Person alone”

[Bhagavadgita 15.4] “Go to Him alone as refuge” [Bhagavadgita 18.62], and

then due to the authority of its position that indicates the specification, comes to
mean the limitation [that God alone is the refuge].?%?

[That one who] “knows that all is Vasudeva, the one with great self, is difficult to find” [Bhagavadgita 7.19].
The success of the one who surrenders is stated by God in the scripture.”

(svayam bhagavata coktam “jiiani tv atmaiva me matam” | bahujanmasahasrasrante diszya yas tu prapadyate ||
“vasudevas sarvam iti sa mahatma sudurlabhal ” | ukta sastre bhagavata prapanne krtakrtyata ||).

260 See below, section 2.3.

%1 See the summary of the Caramasloka in section 2.3.

%2 See Bhagavadgita vol. 2, 28, vol. 3, 160, and vol. 3, 383, for the respective verses.

263 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 56: ekapadam, “tvam éva upayabhiito me bhava” “tvam éva saranam
prapya” “mam éva ye prapatyante” “tam eva cadyam purusam prapadye” “tam éva saranam gaccha” enru
svikaryavastuvai nirdesittu, apantaram avadharapattai e/utipporukira sthanapramarattale, avadharanartham
akiratu. See Ramayana 5.36.28 or 29?, vol. 5, 275, and Ahirbudhnyasarmhita 37.31, vol. 2, 370.
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The Ramayana is one of the most crucial sources for the doctrine of self-surrender in
Periyavaccan Pillai’s intellectual reservoir. The turn to the Ramayana can be seen in the
commentary on the Tiruvaymo/i by Periyavaccan Pillai’s predecessor, Naficiyar, who motivated
Periyavaccan Pillai and later generations of Manipravalam authors to incorporate the Ramayana
into their soteriological discussion.?®* The importance Periyavaccan Pillai gives to the
Ramayanpa affirms its popularity in the soteriology of self-surrender. In the Parantarahasyam,
Periyavaccan Pillai cites many passages from the Ramayara in the chapter on the Dvaya and
some in the chapter on the Tirumantra. However, to my knowledge, he does not mention any
Ramayana passages in the chapter on the Caramasloka.?®® Unlike Vatsya Varadaguru who
categorizes the Ramayana as one of the Sanskrit scriptures for validation of self-surrender,
Periyavaccan Pillai does not sees the Ramayapa as only providing injunctions for self-
surrender, but highlights its role as the source of narratives and stories of ideal practices of
devotees. In other words, according to Periyavaccan Pillai, this text not only enjoins self-
surrender, but also teaches the devotees how to properly undertake this practice. For example,
the Ramayana story of Vibhisana is used to affirm the fact that self-surrender is available to all
since a desire to attain God is the only qualification. He further suggests reading the passage as
communicating that self-surrender is to be performed only once, according to the word “once”
(sakrd) in the passage. He then provides alternative ways of understanding this word and the

entire passage through the words of the previous dcaryas, Empar and Alvan:

%4 See how Nafictyar handles the Ramayana in section 1.4 and more in Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God
in Srivaispavism, 98-126.

%5 This chapter is overwhelmed with the passages from the Bhagavadgita instead of the Ramayana. However,
Periyavaccan Pillai also cites other passages from the Mahabharata, in addition to the Bhagavadgita. In this
context, given the amounts of citations from the Ramayana, it might be the case that he prefers the Ramayana
than the Mahabharata.
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If it is enough to do [surrender] once as stated in “for someone who surrenders
to Me even once” [Ramayana 6.12.20], then the present tense in the phrase, “I
surrender,” shows that [surrender] is characterized as the knowledge which
consists of determination like the knowledge which consists of meditative
worship. The meditative worship is not to be performed once [since] it is to be
repeated in a manner that it needs to be continued like an uninterrupted stream
of oil. Then, one may ask how to reconcile between single performance as stated
in “even once” and the present tense. [To answer,] the phrase “even once”
reveals the fact that single performance is enough for God’s acceptance. The
present tense shows that there is a continuation since one needs to spend time
until the falling of the body and is eager to attain the desired result. Empar stated,
“If one were to look at the result one attains, it is such that it is inappropriate for
one to say “once” even if one does not perform [self-surrender] until the fall of
the body.” Alternatively, “even once” can be substituted with the word
“immediately” when it is stated “for the one who surrenders even once.” Alvan
makes the substitution, saying “for the one who surrenders immediately.”2

Previous acaryas’s views on this passage are recorded here to support the position favored by
Periyavaccan Pillai. At the same time, these views indicate that this Vibhisana passage had
already received attention in the theological context prior to Periyavaccan Pillai.

The Paicaratra Samhitas seem to become important in the soteriology of self-surrender
only around the time of these two authors. Compared to itihasas, they play a more important
role in Vatsya Varadaguru’s systematization of soteriological self-surrender. His incorporation
of the Paficaratra Sambhitas to systematize self-surrender in Sanskrit is, in fact, innovative

among the Sanskrit literature. The passages cited by Vatsya Varadaguru are from various

Paficaratra Samhitas, such as the Paramasamhita, the Laksmitantra, the Ahirbudhnyasamhita,

266 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 34: “sakyd éva prapanndya” enkirapatiyé sakrtkarazam
amaiyumakil, asakrdavrttirzpamana upasapatmakajianam paolé inta adhyavasayatmakajianamum, “prapadyé”
enkira vartamapattal tailadharavadavicchinnamay poraventumpari tonraninratu. appotu “sakrd éva” enkira
sakrtkarapattukkum ivvarthamapattukkum certtiyennennil: “sakrd éva” epkiravitam, bhagavadvisayikarattukku
sakrtkarapam amaiyumepnum izattai prakasippikkiratu; vartamanam, yavassarirapatam kalaksepapeksaiyalum,
abhimataphalalabhatvaraiyalum, anuvartikkum izattai prakasippikkiratu. “yavassarirapatam anusthiyaninralum
perukira phalattin kapattai parttal, ‘sakrd’ enkakkum poratapatikan iruppatu!” enru empar aruficceyvar.
annapanriyile, ‘sahasaiva prapannaya’ enkirapati” enru alvan panpikkum.
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and also the lost Satyakitantra.?6” The Samhitas, especially the Ahirbudhnyasamhita and the
Laksmitantra, are the core texts that inform the characteristics and procedure of self-
surrender.?®® These two texts must have circulated before the time of Vatsya Varadaguru and it
is likely that the Ahirbudhnyasam:hita might have influenced Ramanuja’s Nityagrantha.?®® They
are used to supplement the scripture such as sruti and smrti in order to strengthen the doctrinal
status of self-surrender.

In the Prapannaparijata, Vatsya Varadaguru defends the authority of the Pafcaratra
Samhitas based on their conformity with the Vedas. For example, Laksmitantra 17.94-99 state
that the Vedas, including all the ritual actions according to one’s own caste (varpza) and stage

of life (@srama), should not be violated even mentally as follows:27

The wise one should always respect the good conducts prescribed by the
Vedas as stated in this Tantra (the Laksmitantra) regarding the transgression of
Vedic rules.

“For the non-confusion of dharmas [by other means] and for the
protection of a family, for the supporting of the world and for the establishment
of the boundary,

for the love of me [Sri] and Visnu, the Archer who is the God of gods,
wise one would not transgress the rule even with the mind.

Someone dear to the king [crosses] the river which was set in motion by
the king and is useful for the world [since it is] pleasing and increasing crops.

[If that person] destroys it with disregard, [he would not be loved by the
king anymore.] In the same way, the man who transgresses the boundary made
by the Vedas [would not be loved by God and Sr1 any longer].”2"1

267 Kumar proposes that the Laksmitantra and the Ahirbudhnyasamhita were composed sometime from the
ninth to the thirteenth century, and in the eighth century, respectively (The Goddess Laksmi, Chapter 3).

268 Marlewicz suggests that the Ahirbudhnyasasmzhita must have existed long enough before Vatsya Varadaguru
for it to already become authoritative by him time (“Self-Surrender of the Afflicted One,” 304).

269 Section 1.3.

270 The 1971 edition of the Prapannaparijata identifies the text as the Laksmitantra, 59-60.

271 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 40:

vedoditam sadacara madriyeta sadasudhii | asmin tantre yathoktam tu vaidikacaralanghane ||

aviplavaya dharmanam palanaya kulasya ca | samgrahaya ca lokanam maryadasthapanaya ca ||

priyaya mama visnos ca devadevasya sarnginah | manisi vaidikacaram manasa 'pi na langhayet ||

yatha hi vallabho rajiio nadim rajiia pravartitam | lokopayoginzz ramyam bahusasyavivardhinim ||

lasighayan silam arohed anapekso ’pi tam prati | evam vilasighayan martyo maryadam vedanirmitam ||

See Laksmitantra, ed. V. Krishnamacharya (Madras: The Adyar Library and Research Centre, 1959), 59. The
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Among the Pancaratra Samhitas, Vatsya Varadaguru prefers the Laksmitantra,
regarding it as the most significant source for the nature of self-surrender.?’> He cites
Laksmitantra 17.75 to define self-surrender and its auxiliaries, “offering (nyasa) which is
synonymous with laying down (niksepa) joined with five auxiliaries is called abandonment
(tyaga) and also taking refuge (sarapagati).”?’® He further outlines the auxiliaries of self-
surrender through Laksmitantra 17.66-74.2* These passages conclude that self-surrender is
equivalent to “the offering of oneself.”?’® In addition, he argues that self-surrender, especially
to Sri, can also serve as an expiation based on Laksmitantra 17.92-95:

A person, relying on this religious practice, should submit to Lord of the world,

Visnu. The meaning of the scripture is [that this self-surrender] done merely

once may liberate that person. When there is a combination with the means and

faults, the person lacks this religious practice. If you are overwhelmed by faults,

one should do an expiation at once. The expiation here is you come to [God for]

the refuge again. If you accept [the other] means as means, that [expiation] is

just the same. When there is the undesirable consequence of the expiation whose

origin is all sins, one should come seek refuge with me, the consort of God of
gods, alone.?’®

same passages are also found in Vedantadesika’s Nikseparaksa, 22. See Chapter 4.

212 \/atsya Varadaguru’s preference in the Laksmitantra further influenced the way Vedantadesika used the
Paficaratra Sambhitas in his Nikseparaksa and also the Manipravalam Rahasyatrayasaram.

273 Vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 10:

niksepaparaparyayo nyasah panicangalaksapah | sanyasas tyaga ity uktak saranagatir ity api || See
Laksmitantra, 58.

274 See section 2.4.1.

275 The same concept can be found in the Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.43 (vol. 2, 372) that Vatsya Varadaguru does
not mention in this context. See Oberhammer, “The Influence of Orthodox Vaisnavism,” 48-49.

276 \/atsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 38-39:

sakrdeva hi sastrarthah krto 'yam tarayen naram | upayapayasamyoge nisthaya hiyate ‘naya ||

apayasampluve sadyah prayascittam samacaret | prayascittir iyam sa ‘tra yat punas saranam vrajet ||
upayanam upayatvasvikare py etad eva hi | prayascittaprasasige tu sarvapapasamudbhave ||

mam ekam devedevasya mahisim sarapam vrajet |

It should be noted that the Laksmitantra, edition 1959, 59, has a different reading for the second part of verse 94
onwards. This is how verses 94 and 95 read:

upayanam upayatvasvikare 'py etad eva hi | aviplavaya dharmanam palanaya kulasya ca ||

samgrahaya ca lokasya maryadasthapanaya ca | priyaya mama visposca devadevasya sarngina ||
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Vatsya Varadaguru then cites Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.25-27 to claim that self-
surrender is the means to all desires that cannot be attained by other means: 2"
Self-surrender is also explained in other places in the scripture in general.
“Whatever goal which a person who desires it cannot attain by other
means and cannot be attained by the one who desires liberation, Samkhya, Yoga,
or devotion, that is the supreme abode from which there is no return again.
That which is attained by anyone is only due to offering, O great sage!
The Supreme Self, who is the Supreme Person, is also attained only by that
[offering].
The [means] by which the goal whose accomplishment is difficult
through other means can be easily attained is established in the world and the
Vedas as self-surrender (prapatti)” [Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.25-27].®
Compared to Vatsya Varadaguru, Periyavaccan Pillai sparsely cites the Pancaratra
Sambhitas, with fewer than ten citations from the Laksmitantra and the Ahirbudhnyasamhita
collectively in the chapters on the Dvaya and the Caramasloka. These few passages are inserted
in different contexts, without much elaboration, and often combined with the passages from
other sources. Moreover, he only mentions the first two auxiliaries of self-surrender from
Laksmitantra 17.60 without citing the whole list, as seen in the Prapannaparijata.?”® Unlike in
the Laksmitantra and the Prapannaparijata, in which the two auxiliaries can be interpreted as

pertaining to other beings, they are directed to God in the Parantarahasyam. According to

Periyavaccan Pillai, the two auxiliaries should be understood as the will to please [God]

277 Ahirbudhnyasamhita, vol. 2, 369-370.

278 \/atsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 12—13:

prapattir api samanyasdstre ‘nyatra prapariicita | “yad yena kamakamena na sadhyam sadhanantaraif ||
mumuksuna na samkhyena yogena na ca bhaktitaz | prapyate paramam dhama yato navartate punas ||
tena tengpyate tattannyasenaiva mahamune! | paramatma ca tenaiva sadhyate purusottamar ||
sadhanantaradussadham prapyam yallokavedayo/ | sukhena prapyate yena sa prapattir iti sthitiz” ||

279 |_aksmitantra 17.60, 57. See the translation in the next footnote.
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(anukizlyasarikalpa) and the avoidance of hostility (pratikilyavarjana).°

Unlike Vatsya Varadaguru, Periyavaccan Pillai includes more passages from the
Ahirbudhnyasamhita than the Laksmitantra to define self-surrender as the determination of God
as the means, to provide an injunction of self-surrender, and to argue that God is the means to
liberation. For example, Periyavaccan Pillai provides citations from Ahirbudhnyasamhita
37.30-31 to identify self-surrender as the mental determination to accept God as the means, the
meaning embedded in the word “I surrender” in the Dvaya: “l surrender at the two feet of
Narayana with Sri. | pay obeisance to Narayana with ST (Srimannarayapacaranau prapadye.

srimate narayanaya namah).?*

“I surrender” denotes movement from the root “to go” in the sense of movement.
[And] it refers a particular knowledge as stated in “That which means movement
refers to thinking.” The particular knowledge is a particular determination which
consists of the great faith. [The determination] is preceded by the contemplation
on one’s helplessness and so on as stated in “I [am the abode of sins]”
[Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.30]. It incorporates a request as stated in “The thought
in the form of a request” [Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.31] “surrendering is a
request” [Attributed to Bharatamuni]. It is a qualification for the eligible, not
being connected to the scope of being the means as stated in “May You alone be
the means for me” [Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.31] [and] “The request that He
alone be the means” [Attributed to Bharatamuni]. Since it consists of the
acceptance of [God] as the means, it is not connected to the scope of being the
goal either. Due to the first person in “I surrender,” it is [a reference to] one’s
performance, thinking, “I accept the object previously stated [God] as the
means.”?8?

280 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 53: “Thus, as stated in ‘the will to please [and] the avoidance of
hostility” [Laksmitantra 17.60], like the will to please [God], the avoidance of hostility is stated to be the suitable
state [for the soul].” (akaiyire, “anukilyasya sankalpah pratikilyasya varjanam” enru anukilyasaskalpattopati,
pratikalyanivrttiyaiyum sambhavitasvabhavamakac collukiratu.)

281 Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.30-31, vol. 2, 370:

vartate sampratam caisa upayarthaikavacakak | aham asmy aparadhanam alayo 'kimcano ‘gatih ||
tvamupayobhzto me bhaveti prarthanamatiz | sarapagatir ity ukta sa deve 'smin prayujyatam ||

282 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 32: “prapadyé” enru, “padlu-gatau” enkira dhatuvilé gatyarthamay,
“gcatyarthah-buddhyarthah ” enru, oru jianavisesattai collukiratu. anta jianavisesam akiratu: — “aham”
enkirapariyé svakiiicanyatyanusandhanapiarvakamay, “prarthanamati” “yacna prapattia” enkira pasiye
prarthanakarppamay, “tvam éva upayabhito mé bhava” “tatékopayatayaciia” enkirapatiye, tap upayasarirattil
anvayiyate upayasvikaratmakam akaiyale upeyasarirattilum anvayiyate adhikarikku visesanamay,
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In the chapter on the Caramasloka, to prove the injunctions for soteriological self-
surrender, Periyavaccan Pillai includes, among other Sanskrit passages, the passages from
Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.36, “But, among these austerities, an offering is heard as being the
distinguished one,” and also Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.31, “What is stated as taking refuge
should be used regarding God.”?83 Finally, he interprets the word “refuge” in the Caramasloka
as the means based on Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.29-30.284

Let me explain their different preferences in the case of the Pancaratra Samhitas. Vatsya
Varadaguru selects the Laksmitantra passages to propose his definition of self-surrender which
has a form of a ritual offering, accompanied by auxiliaries. Unlike Vatsya Varadaguru,
Periyavaccan Pillai emphasizes the role of God as the accomplished means that does not need
to be performed. He also identifies self-surrender with the acceptance of God as the means. All
of the Ahirbudhnyasamhita passages that Periyavaccan Pillai uses conveniently contribute to
this identification. It is important to note that both authors seem to cite passages from only some
of the chapters of the Paficaratra Samhitas. Their citations suggest that these Sambhitas are not
entirely devoted to the soteriology of self-surrender, which is one among many topics in these
Sambhitas and is usually dealt with in one or only a part of a chapter. Importantly, later authors
usually refer to the same passages cited by Vatsya Varadaguru and Periyavaccan Pillai.

This section shows the similarity in the way both authors use the Sanskrit scriptures,

mahavisvasatmakamana pratipattivisésam. “prapadyé” enru uttaman akaiyale, “kil uktamana visayattai
upayatya svikarikkiren ” enru svanusthanamakak kizakkiratu.

283 Ahirbudhnyasamhita, vol. 2, 371. Periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 45.

284 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 57: “The word ‘refuge’ is referred to in this way in the statement,
“The word ‘refuge’ refers to the means of the house and protector. Thus, it is properly synonymous to the
meaning of the word ‘means.” [Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.29-30, vol. 2, 370] Thus, the word ‘refuge’ points to the
means [...].” (saranasabdam “upayé grharaksitro sabdas saranam ity ayam, vartate sampratas caisa
upayarthataikavacakah ” enkirapatiyée ippotu saranasabdam upayavacakamay /...J).

116



sruti, itihasas, and the Pancaratra Sambhitas, to validate and systematize the doctrine of self-
surrender in order to argue that they both share Ramanuja’s Sanskrit normativity when it comes
to soteriology. However, we also see the difference in these authors’ normative preferences,
which might be rooted in the definition of self-surrender that each advocates. In particular, even
if both authors acknowledge the two Sambhitas, each chooses to focus on the one suitable for
his version of self-surrender.?®> The following sections highlight the distinction between the
Prapannaparijata and the Parantarahasyam based on two main features found in the
Parantarahasyam but absent in the Prapannaparijata, namely the use of Tamil language and
scripture and the incorporation of the three secrets to show the distinction between the ways

both authors engage with different linguistic spheres.

2.2 The Incorporation of the Tamil Language and Scripture

Although Periyavaccan Pillai acknowledges the Sanskrit authority, he does not find it sufficient.
Like other Manipravalam authors, Periyavaccan Pillai argues for the importance of the Tamil
side of the community in his systematization of self-surrender. In contrast to Periyavaccan
Pillai, Vatsya Varadaguru is silent about both the Tamil scripture and the oral teachings in his
Prapannaparijata. It may be the case that the lack of Tamil and Tamil scripture in the Sanskrit
text shapes Vatsya Varadaguru to pay less attention to the practical issues of self-surrender, of
which the Tamil scrip

ture and acaryas’ teachings are the main sources. Moreover, given that the Prapannaparijata
centers on the validation of the doctrine of self-surrender, we may assume that Vatsya

Varadaguru aims at a different mode of expression for his soteriology of self-surrender without

285 \We will see in Chapter 4 that Vedantadesika gives importance to both Samhitas and tries to harmonize them
in his Nikseparaksa.
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focusing on the practical and experiential expressions that are more effectively expressed by
Tamil.

In what follows, | focus on Periyavaccan Pillai’s use of Tamil to argue that it is the
language used for conversing with the community as it is a more accessible language than
Sanskrit and prioritizes the relationship between God and the devotees. Given this,
Periyavaccan Pillai uses Tamil to clarify Sanskrit passages and to speak to his audience as
shown in the first section below. Moreover, the presence of Tamil in his Manipravalam text
invites the Tamil norm into discussions, namely the Alvars’ Tamil hymns, which remind the
audience that the doctrine of self-surrender is of Tamil heritage that is part of the community.

The importance given to Tamil here further reflects Nanciyar’s influence.

2.2.1 Talking to the Community in Tamil

Periyavaccan Pillai defends the validity of Tamil by reiterating Naficiyar’s justification of the
Tamil scripture and language at the beginning of his Manipravalam commentary on the
Tiruvayomoli, the Iruppattunalayirappasi. In fact, Periyavaccan Pillai reuses Nafciyar’s
argument verbatim, stating that Tamil is a valid language for theological expression and is more
accessible than Sanskrit.?%¢ Although Tamil represents the devotional expression, it does not
contradict Vedic orthodoxy.?®” Thus, the language is a medium for the soteriological expression
of self-surrender. In the Parantarahasyam, Periyavaccan Pillai uses Tamil citations and
dialogue to clarify various features of self-surrender and theological positions.

In the Parantarahasyam, Periyavaccan Pillai interweaves the Sanskrit and Tamil

286 pakavat Visayam, 59-63. For the discussion of Naficlyar’s argument, see section 1.4.
287 For Periyavaccan Pillai’s reiteration, see Pakavat Visayam, 59-63. For other examples of his high regard for
Tamil, see Venkatachari, The Manipravala Literature of the Srivaisnava Acaryas, 27-29.
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citations, usually giving the Sanskrit citations first, followed by the Tamil passages. The
citations in these two languages mirror one another and convey the same message. In some
places, instead of providing Tamil citations to pair with Sanskrit ones, he paraphrases the cited
Sanskrit passages into Tamil after the Sanskrit citations. For example, in the chapter on the
Tirumantra, he paraphrases into Tamil the Sanskrit verses from Yamuna’s Stotraratna 52 and
57 to explain the soul’s subservience to God, which is the meaning embedded in the letter m,
the last letter of aum (pranava):?®

It is concerning the predominance of subservience that Alavantar [Yamuna] too

said “Whatever there may be in [my] body and so on” [Stotraratna 52] “I cannot

tolerate even the self if it is outside of the property of being subservient to You

[God]” [Stotraratna 57]. He revealed, “The soul can be any of these, the body,

sense organs, mind, breath, or others, I do not need a description. | do not

need to describe its state. Whatever it may be, I only need [it] to be

subservient to You. Without the subservience, | do need even the

distinguished soul itself.”?8

However, Periyavaccan Pillai does not systematically translate all of the Sanskrit
citations into Tamil, to my knowledge. Some Sanskrit citations are presumably translated so
that they are accessible to those who are not well-versed in Sanskrit. Alternatively, he may use
the Tamil translation to capture the essence of the Sanskrit citations or to indicate the way the
Sanskrit passages should be understood in a certain context. Tamil serves here as the medium

for clarification and accessibility. Thus, through the translation, Periyavaccan Pillai clarifies the

difficulties found in the Sanskrit passages and avoids any misunderstandings that might occur

288 Yamuna, Stotraratna 52 and 57, 102 and 108.

289 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 13 (emphasis mine): sésatvattinuzaiya pradhanyattaip parraviré
alavantarum, “vapuradisuyé 'pi ko piva” “tava sésatvavibhavat bahirbhatam—atmanam api na sahe” enru,
“atmavastu, dehendriyamanaspranadikalile étenum onrakavum amaiyum; epakku itinuzaiya
svaripanirpayamum venta; svabhavanirpayamum vepta; etenumaka devarirukku sesamam ittapaiyé véepruvatu.
sesaprakil vilaksapamapa inta atmavastutangraiyum véntan ” epru aruficceytatum. | bold the paraphrased Tamil
passage in this passage.
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if the audience only had Sanskrit available.

Moreover, Periyavaccan Pillai uses Tamil to construct a number of the thoughts and
dialogues between the devotee and God and also between God and Sri. This is not unique and
may have been influenced by the practices of the Tiruvaymo/i commentaries, which employ
these methods to shape a narrative of Nammalvar’s spiritual experience.?®® For example,
towards the end of the Caramasloka Chapter, Periyavaccan Pillai shows that the Caramasloka
describes the surrendering process of an eligible person through God’s speech, where God
speaks in the first person. In the speech, God instructs the eligible person to take refuge with
Him and affirms that the only soteriological means is self-surrender:

Having abandoned those means previously stated [in the Bhagavadgita] as the

means to liberation along with their auxiliaries and traces, take Me instead of

them since they rely on Me to do what is to be done, but | am independent. Make

a firm determination that I alone, the One who is characterized by qualities,

beginning with unconditional parental love, am the means, the manner of

accomplishing (sadhana) and the goal (sadhya), for both the cessation of
undesirable things and the attainment of desirable things. This is necessary for

you to do. Then, being the One who is accepted by you, I, am full of qualities

such as knowledge, power, and so on, in such a way that | am suitable to be the

means to what you desire. | shall cause all of the sins, which are obstacles to

attaining Me, to be expelled for you who have given up your burden on Me.

After that, you should not grieve because of the difficulty of the means stated.?%*

This dialogue provides the impression that God is speaking to the audience who is referred to

as the listener(s) or “you” in the passage, instructing His devotee about self-surrender and

29 For information on the commentarial construction of Nammalvar’s spiritual experience, see Clooney, Seeing
through Texts, and Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism.

29 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 50: méksasadhanataya kiluktamapa sadhapanka/ai saiikamakavum
savasanamakavum vizzu, avarrukkum ennaik kopzu karyam ko/laveprumpariyumay, svayam nirapeksanay,
nirupadhikavatsalyadigupavisistanana enpaiyé avvé sadhanasadhyamapa aniszanivrttikkum iszapraptikkum
upayamaka drdhatyavasayattaip pazrum ituve upakkuc ceyyavenruvatu; pippu tvatsvikrtanay
tvatabhimatasadharayogyanampati jranasaktyadigupapirpanana nan, enkaiyilé nyastabharanana unpnai
matpraptivirodhika/ana sakalapapasika/um tane vigtup pompati papnakkaraven; anapinpu uktamana
sadhanaduskaratvatika/ale sokikkakkagavaiy allai.
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invites the audience of the text to identify themselves with the practice of self-surrender because
it is accessible and inclusive of the devotees who are directly and intimately instructed by God
Himself. It is important to note that we have seen God’s speech already in Ramanuja’s
Gadyatraya, which was likely known to both Vatsya Varadaguru and Periyavaccan Pillai.?%
Interestingly, this dialogical style with God speaking in the first person is only continued in the
Manipravalam treatise, but not the Sanskrit one. This shows that the style became a part of the
Manipravalam expression and less dominant in Sanskrit perhaps due to the Manipravalam
commentaries.

In addition, Periyavaccan Pillai integrates the Alvars® Tamil poems, indicating that they
are the means of knowledge regarding the ideal or proper practices forming a counterpart to the
Sanskrit normativity that focuses on the validation and debates of self-surrender. Periyavaccan
Pillai regards these poems as illustrating the actual surrendering practices of the Alvars. Since
the Alvars themselves undertake self-surrender to attain liberation, they can validly direct other
people in the community and the proper practices, and their poems should be taken as

authoritative regarding self-surrender.

2.2.2 The Alvars’ Tamil Hymns

The first two Manipravalam commentators before this time had already established the
authority of the Tamil scripture.?®® To continue this argument, Periyavaccan Pillai advocates
for the importance of the Tamil poems by commenting on the entire Nalayirativiyappirapantam

and expands on the earlier two commentaries on the Tiruvaymol/i in various manners, such as

292 Section 1.3.
2% For more information on the commentaries on each work of the Nalayirativiyappirapantam, see section 1.4
and Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 19-20.
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bringing in both Tamil and Sanskrit authoritative passages and weaving the three secrets with
the Tiruvaymoli.?**

In the introduction of the Parantarahasyam, Periyavaccan Pillai argues that the Sanskrit
scripture is a part of a hierarchical chain of authority, consisting of the Upanisads, the
reinforcing texts, namely itihasas and Puranas, the Alvars’ poems, and the teachings, all of
which affirm the soteriological validity and power of the Tirumantra.?®® This chain suggests
that the Sanskrit scripture is not the only main authoritative source. For the Tiruvaymoli, in
particular, he agrees with Naficiyar’s argument in his introduction to his Manipravalam
commentary that the Tiruvaymo/i should be considered the revealed text that is in accordance
with the Sanskrit Vedas. Importantly, it is more accessible since Tamil is the language of the
region.2%

In the Parantarahasyam, Periyavaccan Pillai pays attention to Tiruvaymo/i 6.10.10
where Nammalvar performs self-surrender, which takes the form of mental acceptance of God
as the means and the goal:2%” ““I won’t part from you for an instant’ says SrT who rests on your
chest, lord of matchless fame, holder of the three worlds, my king, master of Vénkatam dear to
peerless immortals and sages with nowhere else to go, I’ve settled at your feet.”2%® The notion
that Tiruvaymo/i 6.10.10 is the moment of Nammalvar’s self-surrender is reiterated in

Periyavaccan Pillai’s commentary of the Tiruvaymaoli, the Irupattunalayirappayi, and shared by

294 See other strategies of Periyavaccan Pillai’s expansion in Clooney, “Nammalvar’s Glorious Tiruvallaval.”
2% periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 5: “Thus, the Alvars who have the direct perception of the Upanisads
respect it since the Upanisads along with the reinforcing texts respect it. The a@caryas respect it since the Alvars
respect it. We should respect this particular mantra [Tirumantra] since the acaryas respect it.” (aka
sopabrmhagarikalana védantasika/ adarikkaiyale, anta vedantasaksatkaram pannina alvarkal adarittarkal.
alvarka/ adarikkaiyale, acaryarka/ adarittarkal. acaryarka/ adarittapagiyalé, namakku immantravisesame
adaraniyamakak karavatu).

2% Section 1.4.

297 See the nature of self-surrender in the Parantarahasyam in section 2.4.

2% Translated by Venkatesan in Endless Song, 215. For the text, see Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 553.
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the other commentators of the Tiruvaymoli.?®® However, it is important to note that Tiruvaymoli
6.10.10 is not the only verse of surrendering among all the Alvars’ poems. Commenting on the
word “I surrender” (prapadye) in the Dvaya, Periyavaccan Pillai includes Tiruvaymo/i 6.10.10
and also Tirumankai Alvar’s Ciriyatirumatal 23.3° These passages exemplify the verbal form
of self-surrender, characterized as a request that God would protect oneself, along with the
requests of Vibhisana and Ramanuja from the Ramayana and the Sarapagatigadya,
respectively. Periyavaccan Pillai uses the Tamil scripture to idealize the surrendering of the
Alvars and points to the practices that the audience should follow:

Alternatively, [the word “I surrender’’] means activity as it states “a movement”

either through the mind, speech, or body. Mental movement refers to the

determination that [God is] the means. VVerbal movement points to a request with

one’s mouth by means of words that He would protect [one] as in the statements,

“I [Vibhisana] have come to Rama for refuge” [Ramayana 6.11.14], “I’ve settled

at your feet” [Tiruvaymol/i 6.10.10], “O Narayana, One with the color of the

[blue] gem! One whose bed is the serpent (Ananta), come and remove my

difficult affliction” [Ciriyatirumatal 23]. “[I] state the Dvaya”

[Saranagatigadya].3*

In some places, Periyavaccan Pillai illustrates the practices of God Himself through the
Alvars’ poems, especially Tiruvaymoli 6.10.10. According to Clooney, God’s activity increases
after Tiruvaymoli 6.10, including God’s pursuit of Nammalvar.2%? In this regard, the Tamil

hymns are used for theological instruction. For example, in his interpretation of the first line of

the Dvaya, Periyavaccan Pillai outlines the four qualities—parental affection (vatsalya),

299 Section 1.4.

300 See Ciriyatirumatal 23 in Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 727.

301 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 33: annan anriyile, “gati” enru vyaparamay, manasagatiyaiyum
vacikagatiyaiyum kayikagatiyaiyum collizrakavumam. manasagatiyavatu: upayatvena adhyavasikkai;
vacikagatiyavatu: “raghavam sarapam gatah” “atikkiZamarntu pukuntén” “narayana! manivanna! nakanaiyay!
varay epn aritarai nikkay” “dvayavakta” enru collukirapariye, raksittaru/avenum enru vayalé prarttikkai. See
Ramayana 6.11.14, vol. 6, 58.

302 Clooney, Seeing through Texts, Chapter 3.
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lordship (svamitva), disposition (s7la), and accessibility (saulabhya)—that are manifest in God
when He becomes a refuge for the devotee.?*® He then supports God’s manifestation of the
qualities in the context of self-surrender with Periya Alvar’s Tirumoli 4.9.2, Tiruvaymoli
6.10.10, and the Ramayana passages.®*

So far, | have shown how Periyavaccan Pillai inherits the Tamil language and scripture
from the Tiruvaymo/i commentarial corpus that is embedded in the Manipravalam sphere. In
some places, he clarifies the Sanskrit passages by translating them into Tamil and constructs
dialogues in Tamil to actualize the relationship between the devotee and God. In addition to the
use of Tamil, he incorporates the Alvars’ Tamil poems to show that they play a role in the
systematization of self-surrender and cites them to illustrate the ideal practices, in particular.
The expressions about experience and practices are more accessible and relatable for the
audience in comparison to the philosophical and theological Sanskrit expression which are
limited to the intellectual and philosophical domain. Compared to the Sanskrit authoritative
passages, the Tamil poems present a more intimate and accessible form of authority. They bring
the doctrine of self-surrender closer to the audience, showing that it belongs to the community
and can be immediately accessed through God’s instruction and the Alvars’ models.
Importantly, they encourage the audience of the Parantarahasyam to identify themselves with
the devotee in the paradigm of self-surrender. Although this identification is not too explicit
here, it lays the foundation for the later authors, such as Vedantadesika, to advance a stronger
notion of the community based on the doctrine of self-surrender. In what follows, I will explore

another critical norm in Periyavaccan Pillai’s system of self-surrender, the paradigm of the three

303 Section 3.2.
304 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 30. See section 3.2.
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secrets.

2.3 The Three Secrets as the Embodiment of Self-surrender

The paradigm of the three secrets is first recorded in Parasara Bhattar’s Asraslokz, which was
known to Periyavaccan Pillai.3%® Despite being preceded by other Manipravalam authors such
as Tirukkurukaip Piran Pillan and Nafciyar, Periyavaccan Pillai was the first one to
systematically elaborate on self-surrender through the interpretation of the three secrets, giving
rise to the genre of the rahasyagranthas. The rahasyagranthas mainly aim to expound self-
surrender through the interpretations of the three secrets and claim that they encode self-
surrender. To establish the three secrets as parallel to Sanskrit and Tamil norms, Periyavaccan
Pillai explains that they are in accordance with other authoritative passages in Sanskrit and
Tamil and that they can be interpreted through Mimamsa hermeneutics, which is accepted by

Ramanuja in his Sanskrit doctrinalization of bhakti.3%

2.3.1 The Genealogy of the Three Secrets

It should be noted that the three secrets can be found together for the first time in the Sanskrit
Asraslokr (“The Eight Verses”) of Parasara Bhattar, who was Periyavaccan Pillai’s predecessor,
Naficiyar’s teacher, and also in the Tenkalai lineage of acaryas.3” The Aszasloki, the first work
to set out and explore the three secrets, can be considered the predecessor of the

rahasyagranthas.3® Either due to the limitation of the poetic style or the intention to keep them

305 periyavaccan Pillai cites the Asrasloki like the third verse in the Parantarahasyam, 59, for example. See
section 2.4.2.

308 Section 1.1.

307 His date is uncertain. See introductory section of Chapter 1. For his life and other works, see Padmanabhan,
Parasarabhatra.

308 For the text and translation, see Mumme, The Mumuksuppayi of Pi//ai Lokacarya, Appendix 1, and
Raghunathan, “Sri Parasara Bhatta’s Astasloki,” 683-705. For more information, see ibid.
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secretive, Parasara Bhattar never reveals the whole secret and interprets each part of the three
secrets separately.

The three secrets are sacred formulas or mantras. However, that they are normally
referred to by the word “rahasya,” which literary means “a secret,” until the time of
Vedantadesika who usually uses the terms “rahasya” and “mantra” interchangeably in his
Rahasyatrayasaram to refer to the three secrets.3% The three secrets appeared separately in the
Srivaisnava literature before the time of Parasara Bhattar: 1) The Miila or Tirumantra, “Aum, I
pay obeisance to Narayana” (“aum namo narayanaya”), was referred to by the Alvars, namely
Periyalvar, Tirumankaialvar, and Tirumalicaialvar, as “the eight syllables.”%1° 2) The Dvaya, “I
surrender at the two feet of Narayana with Sri. | pay obeisance to Narayana with Sri”
(srimannarayanacaranau prapadye. srimate narayanaya namath), is mentioned in Ramanuja’s
Saranagatigadya as “dvaya” but not spelled out. The tradition today records that Ramanuja
undergoes initiation with Periya Nambi (Maha Pairna) through the recitation of the Dvaya.3!! In
Parasara Bhattar’s commentary on the Visnusahasranama, it is referred to as a mantra.3? 3)
The Caramasloka, “Having abandoned all dharma, come to Me alone as refuge. | will free you
from all sins. Do not grieve” (sarvadharman parityajya mam ekam saranam vraja. aham tva
moksayisyami ma sucah), is cited in Ramanuja’s Sarandgatigadya and is in the Grtabhasya but
1s not called “Caramasloka.” It is mentioned in Parasarar Bhattar’s Astasloki as “the last
statement” (carama-vakya).3t3

In the Asraslokz, the meanings of these three statements are spelled out and connected

309 See Chapter 5.

310 Narayanan, The Way and the Goal, 49.

811 Carman, The Theology of Ramanuja.

312 Narayanan, The Way and the Goal, 140.

313 Mumme, The Mumuksuppayi of Pi//ai Lokacarya, Appendix 1, 211,
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with self-surrender, collectively framing its theology. Particularly in the verses on the Dvaya
and the Caramasloka, Asrasloki 6 and 8, self-surrender is defined as an attitude or a decision to
choose God as the means preceded by the performer’s helplessness and inability to save
himself:

Having approached Sr7, the eternally inseparable consort of the Lord of

the universe, I resort to the feet of Hari [Visnu], endowed with a host of qualities

suitable for taking refuge, as my chosen upaya [means]. Wanting nothing for

myself, | request to do complete service forever to my Lord who is joined with

Sri.314

Convinced of my eternal dependence on you, O Hari, | am incompetent

to do or even relinquish the upayas such as karma[yoga], or to surrender (to

you). Thus I am afflicted with misery. Knowing this, please destroy all my prior

sins. I am firmly remembering your last words, O Charioteer [Krsna].3!°
Both verses highlight the fact that God is the means to the goal, i.e., service to God Himself.
However, the role of the devotee, the speaker of these secrets, is quite passive and insignificant
compared to God’s role. Although the theology of self-surrender in the Aszasloki is not
systematic or elaborate, the notions embedded in the interpretation of the three secrets serve as
the model for the Manipravalam rahasyagranthas.

In the beginning of the Parantarahasyam, Periyavaccan Pillai defends the soteriological
importance of the three secrets by classifying them as being a part of Vedic orthodoxy: among
the various scriptures that constitute Vedic orthodoxy, the paradigm of the three secrets is the
basis for the doctrine of self-surrender. Periyavaccan Pillai then outlines the roles, meanings,

and status of the three secrets. According to him, the classification links the three secrets to self-

surrender and justifies the necessity of all of them individually and collectively in the doctrinal

314 Translated by Mumme, ibid., 210.
315 Translated by Mumme also, ibid., 211.
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systematization. It should be noted that like Parasara Bhattar, Periyavaccan Pillai separates the
whole secret into parts in his treatise.

First, Periyavaccan Pillai proclaims the Tirumantra to be the authority within Vedic
orthodoxy since it is the essence of both the Vedas and the Upanisads. Next, the Dvaya
communicates the practice of learned people and thus comes in subsequently to support the
Tirumantra. Then, the Caramasloka presents God’s speech, which is in accordance with the two
secrets. Thus, all of the three secrets should be known since they are validated by different
forms of authorities, namely sruti, practice, and God.3!® Moreover, the three secrets reveal
different aspects of self-surrender, namely the nature of the soul for the Tirumantra, the goal
for the Dvaya, and the means for the Caramasloka. Thus, they should be studied together.3
Finally, Periyavaccan Pillai pairs the three secrets with each set of authorities. The Tirumantra
is identified with sruti; the texts that strengthen the Vedas or itihasas and Puranas are
represented by the Caramasloka; and the Dvaya is the authority of the practice.

Thus, the Tirumantra affirms that the meaning is established in the scriptures;

the Caramasloka affirms that the meaning is established in the reinforcing texts;

the Dvaya offers [the meaning] as the practice for oneself. In the same way that

the rest of the [Tiru] mantra explain aum (prarava), the Dvaya explains the rest

of the [Tiru] mantra, and the Caramasloka explains the meaning of the Dvaya.
Since that is the case, all three of them should be known.318

316 Periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 1-2.

317 Periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 3: “Thus, all the three [secrets] should be known since there is
authority which is the reason to accept the meanings for each of these three [secrets] in this way. Moreover, the
Tirumantra aims at communicating the truth regarding [the soul’s] nature. The Dvaya aims at communicating the
truth regarding the goal. The Caramasloka aims at communicating the truth regarding the means. Since that is the
case, all of the three [secrets] should be known.” (aka ippati arthattargyahétubhitamana pramanyam ivai
manrukkum tapittaniye upsu akaiyale, immanrum jiatavyamakak kagavatu. kizica, tirumantra,
svariapayatatmyapratipadanaparamakaiyalum, dvayam upéyayatatmyapratipadanaparamakaiyalum,
caramaslokam upayayatatmyapratipadanaparamakaiyalum, immaprum jiatavyamakak kagavatu).

318 1bid., 3: ivvarthattai sastrasiddham akkukiratu—tirumantram; upabrmhanasiddham akkukiratu—
caramaslokam; svanustharamakkit tarukiratu—dvayam. prapavattukku mantrasesam vivararamanap pale,
mantrasesattai dvayam vivarikkaiyalum, dvayarthattai caramaslokam vivarikkaiyalum immaurum
jaatavyamakak karavatu.
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Through various levels of classification, Periyavaccan Pillai suggests that the three secrets are
the comprehensive embodiment of self-surrender, and they are indispensable in its

systematization. The meanings of each secret are outlined at the end of each chapter as follows:

1) The Tirumantra

In aum (prazava), it is stated as follows: The Lord is the Master of all; the
essence of the sentient being is subservience to no others [but Him]; dependency
on oneself and subservience to others [apart from the Lord] are contradictory to
the essential nature [of the sentient being]. In the word “I pay obeisance,” it IS
stated: The Lord is the infallible means; the sentient being has no other refuge,
the inclination toward one’s protection is damaging to one’s essential nature. In
the last word [“narayana’], it is stated that being the Lord’s servant is the highest
goal [for the sentient being]; the one [the sentient being] has no other enjoyment;
[the sentient being’s] connection to other goals is improper. Thus, by this
[Tirumantra], it is stated: the superiority to Matter (prakrti) of the sentient being,
the subservient one is superior to Matter, the subservient one is worthy of no
other, the recipient of the subservience to no other, exclusive subservience, the
removal of ego and possessiveness of the one who is subservient to no other, the
total dependence of the essential nature from which [ego and possessiveness]
have been removed, such subservience that is the absolute dependence, the
means which conforms to the one who is dependent [on the Lord], the service
which is the result of the means, and the recipient of the service.3!®

2) The Dvaya

Thus, by these two statements, the means and the goal stated by the two words
[“sriman-narayapa”] are requested immediately after the knowledge of the
[soul’s] essential nature. In the first statement, the verb, “I surrender”
(prapadye), states the mental determination (adhyavasaya). The word “refuge”
(sarara) communicates the means (upaya), having differentiated it from the
mental determination of the goal. Saying “the feet of Narayana”

319 1bid., 19: wvarap sarvasésiyay irukkum; cétanavastu avapukku ananyarhasésamay irukkum;
svasvatantryamum, anyasésatvamum, svaripavirodhiyakak kagavatu; enru collukiratu—prapavattile.
namassabdattile, zsvaranuraiya nirapayopayatvamum, cetananpuraiya ananyasarapatvamum, svaraksapapravrtti
svarazpahani enpum izamum collizrayirru. isvarakinicitkarattipuzaiya paramaprapyatvamum, ivapugaiya
ananyabhogatvamum, prapyantarasambandham apraptam ezrum iramum caramapadattalé collirrayirru. aka,
ittal cetanapuraiya prakrtehparatvamum, prakytehparanuraiya sésatvamum, sesatvattinuzaiya anantarhataiyum,
ananyarhasésatvapratisambandhiyaiyum, ananyarhasésabhatanuraiya aharikaramamakaranivyttiyaiyum,
tannivrttamapa svarapattinuzaiya atyantaparatantaryattaiyum, paratantryakaszaiyana tadiyasesatvattaiyum,
paratantrarukku anurizpamapa upayattaiyum, upayaphalamapa kairikaryattaiyum,
kainkaryapratisambandhiyaiyum collukiratu.

129



(narayapacarapau) differentiates this means from the means to be accomplished
(sadhyopaya). The word “with ST (srimat) states the way of approaching the
accomplished means [God]. The word “I pay obeisance” states the removal of
obstacles which continue in the state of the goal. The fourth-case ending [of the
word “narayana”] states the service which is the goal of that [soul]. The word
“narayana” states the recipient of that service. The word “with ST (srimat, the
second one) completes the recipient. Therefore, it is stated: the removal of the
opposition to the service, the service, the recipient of the service, the
completeness of the recipient, the mental determination that a particular eligible
person who grasps that [service], the place where that is stated as the mental
determination of the means, the state of that means as already accomplished, and
the mediation that causes one to enter into the accomplished means.3?°

3) The Caramasloka

Discussed [here] are the particular dharmas that are to be abandoned as an
auxiliary of the acceptance [of God] (sarvadharman);?! the manner of the
abandonment of those dharmas (parityajya); God, who is accepted to be
preceded by that abandonment, is endowed with qualities, beginning with
accessibility (mam); the independence, characterized by intolerance of any
auxiliaries, of the One with those particular qualities [, beginning with
accessibility] (ekam); the state of the independent One as a means (sarazam);
the acceptance of Him as the means (vraja); the possession of qualities such as
knowledge, power, and so on of the means who is accepted (aham); the eligible
person whose burden [of protecting oneself] has been given up to the One with
those qualities (tva); the collection of sins that are obstacles to that eligible
person (sarvapapebhyo); the manner of liberation of those sins (moksayisyami);
[and] the freedom from the burden of the eligible one who accepts the One who
removes sins (ma sucah).3?

320 1hid., 43: aka, ivvakyatvattalum svaripajiananantarabhaviyay padadvayoktamana upayspéyasika/ai
prarttittatay ninratu. atil parvavakyattil “prapadye” enkira kriyapadam, adhyavasayattaic collukiratu. atukku
upeyadhyavasayavyavrttiyaip pannittarukiratu: upayavacakamapa caranasabdam. anta upayattukku
sadhyopayavyavrttiyai papnittarukiratu: “narayapacaranau” epru. anta siddhasadhapattil iZiyum turaiyaic
collikiratu: srimatpadam. prapyadésanuvrttivirodhiyiruraiya nivrttiyaic collukiratu: namassabdam. avarukku
prapyamapa kainkaryattaic collukiratu: caturthz. anta kairikaryapratisambandhiyai collukiratu:
narayapasabdam. pratisambandhiyaip parittut tarukiratu srimatpadam. aka, kairkaryaviradhinivrttiyaiyum,
kainkaryattaiyum, kairkaryapratisambandhiyaiyum, pratisambandhipzrtiyaiyum, attaip perukira
adhikarivisesapamana adhyavasayattaiyum, atu upayadhyavasayam epnum izattaiyum, anta upayattiruzaiya
siddhatvattaiyum, anta siddhopayattile magum purusakaratvattaiyum collizrayirru.

321 | add the Sanskrit terms and phrases from the Caramasloka in this translation to indicate the progression of
the commentary.

322 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 60: aka, svikarankataya tvajyamana dharmavisésanka/aiyum anta
dharmarika/inuzaiya tyagaprakarattaiyum, anta dharmatyagapirvakamakap parrum visayattinuzaiya
saulabhyadigurayokattaiyum, anta gupavisisravastuvinugaiya sahayasahatvalaksaramana nairapeksyattaiyum,
nirapeksavastuvipuraiya upayabhavatataiyum, attai upayatvena svikarikkaiyum, svikrtamara upayattipuzaiya
jaanasaktyatigunayogattaiyum, anta gupavisiszavastuvin pakkalilé nyastabharanapa adhikariyaiyum, anta
adhikariyinuzaiya viradhipapasamihattaiyum, anta papavimocapaprakarattaiyum, papavimacakazaip parrina
adhikariyinuzaiya nairpparyattaiyum collizrayirru.
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2.3.2 The Three Secrets as Manipravalam Normativity
Even if the three secrets are all in Sanskrit, Periyavaccan Pillai claims that they parallel not only
to various Sanskrit authoritative passages, but also to the Tamil scripture as each word encodes
the meanings that can be conveyed in both Sanskrit and Tamil. To support this argument, he
harmonizes the meanings of the three secrets with the other sets of scriptures. The two most
obvious examples are given here.

In the chapter on the Tirumantra, Periyavaccan Pillai interprets the meaning of the letter
m, which is the last letter of aum at the beginning of the Tirumantra, saying that the letter
expresses the subservience of the soul to God, who is the Master. To justify the soul’s
subservient nature to God, he cites Yamuna’s Stotraratna, verses 52 and 57, arguing that the
Sanskrit passage communicates the same message.3?® As previously mentioned, he also shows
that God’s four qualities, namely parental affection, lordship, disposition, and accessibility, are
revealed by God Himself when He becomes the refuge for His devotee as in, for example,
Tiruvaymoli 6.10.10. The four qualities are encoded in the word “narayanra” in the first line of
the Dvaya. By doing this, Periyavaccan Pillai proves that the Dvaya and the Tamil hymns are
in harmony, since the word “narayapa” from both the Sanskrit Dvaya and the Tamil hymns
indicates the state in which God manifests His qualities:

If these [thoughts] occur in mind, namely God’s fault, His non-accomplishment,

His superiority, Him being beyond sense organs, it is impossible to take refuge.

Because of being opposed to those [thoughts] and being exclusively for taking

refuge, the four qualities, having been brought about by Sriwho is the mediator,

even if [God] thought to destroy Sita herself later, make God state: “I will give
up even the life of myself and of you, Sita, along with Laksmana” [Ramayana

323 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 13. See section 2.2. See Yamuna, Stotraratna 52 and 57, 102 and 108.

131



3.9.18],%* “If something happens to you, what am I to do with my STta”

[Ramayana, untraceable], “Even if the Lady on the lotus (Sr1) speaks of the

faults, when my devotees act, they do not act in that way. [It is said that] they do

good” [Periya Alvar’s Tirumoli 4.9.2].3%° They are stated as being contemplated

by Nammalvar, the first acarya, in the order that begins with affection, “lord of

matchless fame, holder of the three worlds, my king, master of Vénkatam” [

Tiruvaymo/i 6.10.10].3%6
Moreover, to propose that the three secrets are authoritative like other Sanskrit passages as they
can be construed through Mimamsa hermeneutics, Periyavaccan Pillai applies Mimamsa
principles to justify his interpretation of the Caramasloka. The function of Mimamsa as a tool
to strengthen the scriptural validity is carried over to the Manipravalam sphere in which it
remains a tool to prove that the three secrets can be validly interpreted like the Sanskrit
authoritative passages.

Periyavaccan Pillai proposes that the Caramasloka should be construed as an injunction
of acceptance of God as the means, qualified with the abandonment of other soteriological
means. The interpretation here is in accordance with the theological standpoint that the devotee
is essentially subordinate to God alone, and the dependence on the means other than God would
contradict that nature, resulting in the failure to perform self-surrender. This interpretation is

the core of self-surrender and the relationship between God and the devotee. He affirms this

interpretation with Naficiyar’s teaching as follows:

324 Ramayapa 3.9.18, vol. 3, 41.

325 Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 90.

32 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 30: tapnuraiya dosamatal; avanuraiya apraptiyatal; avan
mépmaiyatal; avan atidriyatvamatal; ivai, nesicilé naraiyaril, asrayikka yogyataiy illamaiyalé, avarrukku
etirttarray, asrayanaikantamay, purusakarabhatayana piragtiyalé uktabhavikkapparzu, pinrai avaltane alikka
Ninaikkilum, “apy aham jivitam jahyam tvam va sité salaksmanam” “tvayi kimcit samapanné Kim karyam sitaye
mama” “tamaraiyalakilum citakuraikkumel epnatiy aratu ceyyar ceytarel nanpru ceytar” ennumpati
pannakkaravatay, prathamacaryarana nammalvarale asrayapaikantamaka ‘“nikaril pukalay! ulakam
manrugaiyay! ennaiyalvané! tiruvenkarattane!” enru vatsalyadikramattile anusandhikka payrirucira nalu
gupanka/aiyum collizrayirru.
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Through the gerund form, “having abandoned” (tyajya), it is shown that the
abandonment of dharmas should be done as the auxiliary of the acceptance.
Then, the [gerund form also] points to the fact the reason otherwise it is
inappropriate [if the acceptance is not done before the acceptance]. If there is no
entering into acceptance after abandoning the dharmas, then indeed destruction
will result from [failing] in both that precede [abandonment and acceptance].
With reference to this, Nanciyar stated, “The state | am in is either being
crowned among those who are in hell or going to the supreme abode with my
little ticket” This means his dwelling place will be hell due to the sin, which is a
result of abandoning dharmas [without acceptance], or the means that is
acceptance preceded by abandonment results in having the supreme abode as the
dwelling place. Thus, the gerund form indicates that the acceptance which will
be later stated has the abandonment as its auxiliary.3?

Looking closer at his interpretation, Periyavaccan Pillai understands the phrase, “come to Me
alone as refuge,” as enjoining the acceptance of God as the means to the attainment of Himself.
This part of the Caramasloka serves as the main injunction. He then explains that the first part,
which prescribes the abandonment of other means, apart from self-surrender, functions as its
auxiliaries. This interpretation can be understood based on Mimamsa hermeneutics as a
qualified injunction (visiszavidhi), which consists of two injunctions, primary and
subordinate.3?8

Periyavaccan Pillai then relies on the Mimamsa model of qualified injunctions, “One
purchases the soma with a red, pink-eyed, one-year-old [cow]” (Sabara on Mimamsdasitra
3.1.12).3® According to the Mimamsakas, this statement should be construed as mainly

prescribing the purchase of the soma, which is the substance used in the ritual, along with the

327 |bid., 54: “tyajya” enkira “lyap” palé, dharmatyagam svikarattukku arngamarav apru kartavyam; allatapstu
ayuktam ennum izattaik kagrikiratu. dharmattai vigzu svikarattil iZiyatéy irukkumakil, ubhayapraszan akaiyale
nasame phalamay arume. ittaip parraviré navicivar, “onril narakikafukku marttabhisiktapatal; illaiyakil
paramapadam ez ciru murippariye cellutal ceyyumpariyire nan nirkira nilai” epru aruficceytatu. atu akiratu:
dharmatyagaphalamapa papam melizzu narakam vastavyabhamiyatal; tyagaparvakamaka svikytamana upayam
palittu, paramapatam vastavyabhamiyatalam ittapaiyire erkai.

328 McCrea, “MTmamsa,” 648.

829 See Mimamsasitra 3.1.12, vol. 2, 673.
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cow and its attributes, all mentioned in the same sentence, are subordinately enjoined to qualify
the purchase. The attributes of the cow are its qualification, and thus they are simultaneously
enjoined along with the cow.3%° The acceptance of God, as instructed in the Caramasloka, must
be understood as the qualification that distinguishes the eligible person who undertakes self-
surrender from other people in the same way that the attributes are taken into account in the
selection of the cow for the purchase of the soma:

One may ask, if being an eligible person [alone] is required, then why should

the acceptance [of God as the means] be done? [To answer,] since the acceptance

which is for the sake of attaining God singles out this eligible person from the

one who performs the means, being the one who desires sovereignty, the one

who desires liberation in isolation (kaivalya), and the one who desires God’s

feet, this [acceptance] remains as a quality that singles out the eligible person

like the qualities such as redness, pink-eyed-ness and so on differentiate the cow

which is a subordinate means for the purchase of soma from other cattle as stated

in “One purchase the soma with a red, pink-eyed, one-year-old [cow]” [Sabara on

Mimamsasitra 3.1.12].3%

As | have shown, in addition to the Tamil poems, Periyavaccan Pillai pays attention to
the three secrets that should be interpreted based on other scriptures and Mimamsa
hermeneutics. Periyavaccan Pillai’s incorporation of the Mimamsa principle of qualified
injunction, which was established by Ramanuja as the normative hermeneutics in the Sanskrit
scholastic and philosophical domain, also concurs with my argument that Manipravalam allows

both Sanskrit and Tamil norms to coexist in the same sphere.

Unlike Periyavaccan Pillai, Vatsya Varadaguru does not incorporate the paradigm of

330 McCrea, The Teleology of Poetics in Medieval Kashmir, 76-81.

33! periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasya, 56: adhikariyakil apeksitam, svikaram ceykira karyam ennennil:
aisvaryarthiyilum, kaivalyarthiyilum, bhagavaccaraznarthiyay sadhananusthapam panpum avanir kagtilum,
ivvadhikariyai vyavrttan akkukiratu bhagavallabharthamapa inta svikaram akaiyale, “arunaya ekahayanya
pingsya somam Krinati” epkiravizattil, arupatvapingaksatvatika/ somakrayattukku uruppana pasuvukku
pasvantarattizkartil vyavarttakavisesanamanap pole, ituvum adhikarikku vyavarttaka visesanamay kigakkiratu.
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the three secrets in the Prapannaparijata. As previously stated, Vatsya Varadaguru refers to
Bhagavadgita 18.66 as an injunction of self-surrender, but he does not classify it as one of the
three secrets. He further recognizes two of the secrets, the Tirumantra and the Dvaya, only as
prayers, not as fundamental to the structure of self-surrender. In the first chapter, Vatsya
Varadaguru states that the Dvaya is to be used in the performance of self-surrender, according
to the Svetasvatara Upanisad.3®2 In the third chapter of the Prapannaparijata, he claims that
the Dvaya is a Vedic secret since it can be found in sruti that is the Karha Upanisad without
specifying its location in this scripture. Another source of this secret is smyti such as the
Padmapurana.3® There, the Tirumantra reiterates the same message of the Dvaya that God is
the only refuge. It is the essence of the whole Vedantic corpus and the highest among the
mantras. After receiving the Tirumantra from the acarya, one should recite it three times daily:
After knowing that oneself is subservient to God, one should pass time with that
[subservience] as the purpose. Having understood that the Mdalamantra
(Tirumantra) has the same meaning as the Dvaya from the acarya, one should
worship Hari (Visnu) with that [Malamantra] and one should worship Him three
times daily with the Malamantra according to capability. “Milamantra, which
Is the essence of all Vedanta [scriptures], enables one to cross the ocean of
transmigration. It is eternally the best among the mantras, the most secret one
among the secrets, and the purest among the means of purification. It should be
muttered all the time by those who desire liberation as it gives results which are
enjoyment and liberation. It should be muttered all the time by Vaisnavas as it

increases bhakti and knowledge. It is the divine source of mantras as it destroys
all sins. Being focused, one should unweariedly mutter it.”33*

332 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 4-5.

333 See section 2.4.1. In Chapter 1, Vatsya Varadaguru also refers to the Karha Upanisad as the Vedic source for
the Dvaya, see Vatsya Varadaguru’s Prapannaparijata, 4. Uttamur Viraraghavacharya (1962, 4) in his Tamil
commentary on the Prapannaparijata points to Kasha Upanisad, of which each section is called Valli. The
Upanisad belongs to the Taittiriya Aranyaka, Krsna Yajurveda.

334 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 21-22:

sesatvam atmano janan sarthayan kalam aksipet | vijiiaya malamantrartham dvayaikarthataya guros ||
tadekasarano bhitva harim tena samarcayet | traikalyam arcanam kuryat malamantrena saktitaz ||
“sarvavedantasararthah samsararpavatarapah | mantrapam paramo mantro guhyanam guhyam uttamam ||
pavitranam pavitram ca malamantras sanatanak | mumuksinam sada japyam bhuktimuktiphalapradam ||
vaispavanam sada japyam bhaktijaanavivardhanam | mantrapam asrayam divyam sarvapapapranasanam ||
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Thus, in the Prapannaparijata, the two secrets only serve as prayers in self-surrender and for
the remembrance of God’s role as the refuge. The disregard for the paradigm of the three secrets
and its structural function is indeed noticeable in the Sanskrit works on self-surrender in
addition to the Prapannaparijata, namely Meghanadaristri’s Mumuksopayasamgraha and

Vedantadesika’s Nikseparaksa, as we will see the following chapters.

2.4 The Relationship Between Self-surrender and Bhakti

Through the norms previously shown, Vatsya Varadaguru and Periyavaccan Pillai
systematically propose self-surrender as an alternative to bhakti for the community in Sanskrit
and Manipravalam. However, the argument that self-surrender is another means to liberation
creates a tension between Ramanuja’s teaching of bhakti and this new doctrine. Which one
should be followed? What is the use of one if the other one can be successfully undertaken?
And if they are equally effective, why do we need both? As I will show in this section, the two
authors tackle these issues differently partly due to the different audience and intellectual
environments that they engage with and partly due to their respective linguistic engagements. |
first investigate Vatsya Varadaguru’s treatment of self-surrender, followed by the definition

proposed by Periyavaccan Pillai.

2.4.1 When Self-surrender Acts Like Bhakti
As previously stated, Vatsya Varadaguru defends that self-surrender is a Vedantic means like

bhakti. Specifically, he does so through two arguments: 1) self-surrender has a form of ritual

samahitamana bhatva japam kuryad atandritaz” |.
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that has to be performed with auxiliaries according to one’s eligibility like bhakti, and 2) self-
surrender can function under the system of bhakti through their hierarchical relationships.

For the first argument, he defines self-surrender as a Vedic offering of oneself as a
substance to fire which is equivalent to God, according to the Upanisads.3*® In Chapter 2 of the
Prapannaparijata, he characterizes self-surrender as a mental determination which culminates
in a request for a person who wants to attain God but is without other means. He then cites a
passage that seems to be from Visvaksenasamhita to argue that self-surrender is known as
“prapatti,” which is synonymous with “taking refuge” (sarapagati) with God, as follows:33¢

The mental awareness (buddhi) which consists of determination and
culminates in a request on the part of someone who seeks the goal [i.e.,
liberation] but is without any means is stated to be the nature of self-surrender.
“When one’s desire is not able to be accomplished by other means, self-
surrender (prapatti) which is preceded by great faith [that God will protect] and

has a form of a request that God alone is the means is taking refuge with God

(saranagati).” [Thus,] self-surrender (prapatti) is also characterized by the word

“taking refuge” (saranagati).3¥’

He further defines self-surrender as the cessation of one’s own effort in the protection of

oneself, according to Laksmitantra 17.74.3% It is to be performed like a ritual, accompanied by

335 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 3-4. See section 1.1.

336 This passage is attributed to the Visvaksenasamhita according to the 1954 edition, 9. However, the 1971
edition and the one edited by Uttamur Viraraghavacharya both identify this passage as belonging to Bharatamuni
(9 and 12 respectively). To my knowledge, this passage is untraceable. Oberhammer suggests that the
Visvaksenasamhita could be a text of Ramanuja’s system according to its explanation of self-surrender in the
Prapannaparijata (“The Influence of Orthodox Vaisnavism,” 53).

337 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 9-10:

buddhir adhyavasayatma yacriaparyavasayini | prapyecchor anupayasya prapatte rizpam ucyate ||
“ananyasadhye svabhiste mahavisvasapirvakam | tadekopayatayacia prapattiz saranagatis” ||
sarapagatisabdena prapattis tu visesita |.

338 1bid., 11-12: “On the other hand, self-surrender is the means to the grace of the One who is to be surrendered
to in this way, ‘The giving over of oneself, which culminates in the offering of [oneself] to Krsna, is said to be
the disconnection from ownership regarding the result on the part of a person who is being protected by Him’
[Laksmitantra 17.74].” (prapattes tu prapattavyaprasadadvarata tatha | “tena samraksyamanasya phale
svamyaviyukta ||

kesavarpanaparyanta hy atmaniksepa ucyate” |). See Laksmitantra 17.74, 58.
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five auxiliaries, as in Laksmitantra 17.66—74:

“Will to please [God]” is stated as being helpful to all beings.

From the determination that | am staying inside all beings, he should
practice helpfulness to all beings as to Me.

And for that very reason, one should “avoid hostility.”

“Wretchedness” is abandoning pride born from virtuous conduct and
learning because of incompletion of the collection of auxiliaries and inabilities
for all actions. Means are not accomplished, and faults are many because [there
is] no accomplishment of eligibility because of decay of place, time, and
quality. This abandonment of pride in this way, is pitiableness, which is called
“wretchedness.”

Because of [His] capability, being easy to attain because Visnu is
joined with compassion, because of connection between Lord and the thing to
be commanded and also because this is not the first time, which is a firm belief
that He will protect us who practice helpfulness, that is “faith.”

O Indra! This belief destroys all evil deeds.

Although He is compassionate, clearly capable, the master of all beings
may not protect if he is not asked; therefore, there is the thought that one must
ask Him: ‘Be my protector.” This is remembered as “choosing God as the
protector.”

Disconnection from ownership in a result on the part of a person who is
being protected by Him, which ends in offering [oneself] to Krsna that is called
“the offering of oneself.”3%°

Moreover, Vatsya Varadaguru divides those who surrender into two types, the afflicted
ones (arta) and the content ones (drpta). This is based on Ramayapa 6.12.15, “If enemy who is
either afflicted or content has taken refuge with another, having given up his life, he should be

protected by the one whose self is disciplined” (arto va yadi va drptak paresam sarapagatar,

arih pranan parityajya raksitavyas krtatmana).3° The difference between the two groups

339 These are passages from Laksmitantra 17.66-74 (57-58) without intervening verses by Vatsya Varadaguru.
For the whole discussion in the Prapannaparijata, see Vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 10-12.

340 Ramayana 6.12.15, vol. 6, 69. Oberhammer suggests that the division seems to originate from Vatsya
Varadaguru’s intention to resolve the tension in the Nitimala of Narayanarya, Vatsya Varadaguru’s
contemporary, between Ramanuja’s self-surrender and the other kind of self-surrender, which is similar to self-
surrender proposed in the Manipravalam literature. See Oberhammer, Zur spirituellen Praxis des
Zufluchtnehmens bei Gott, 141-176. In addition, Marlewicz in “Self-Surrender of the Afflicted One” suggests
that it is likely that the two types of self-surrender are distinct and Vatsya Varadaguru views self-surrender of the
afflicted ones as the proper one. It should be noted that Periyavaccan Pillai does not seem to mention this
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centers on their application of the auxiliaries of self-surrender and grief regarding their karmas.
In particular, all of the auxiliaries are present at the same time for the afflicted ones, while they
occur one after another for the content ones. The afflicted ones are those who grieve regarding
their past karmas, as opposed to those who are content. Finally, the afflicted ones attain the
result instantly and do not have to wait until the end of their bodies as the content ones must
d0_341

To establish the hierarchical relationship between self-surrender and bhakti, Vatsya
Varadaguru claims that self-surrender can be understood as self-surrender that has “bhakti as
the goal” (sadhya-bhakti). It can be illustrated through the analogy of the cataka bird and the
story of the male pigeon, who gives up his life to the hunter, from the Ramayara 6.12.11: “It is
told that the enemy [the hunter], who has come to seek refuge with the pigeon, is honored by
the pigeon with his own flesh. The pigeon accepted the hunter, although the hunter is the

kidnapper of his wife.”34? The cataka bird which only waits for raindrops to sustain itself is like

classification in the Parantarahasyam but refers to it along with the sub-division of each type in the
Sakalapramanatatparyam. However, the classification in VVatsya Varadaguru is based on the intensity of the
grief of these two groups, while Periyavaccan Pillai highlights the impatience and patience and the desire as the
main reasons. For the translation of this part in the Sakalapramanatatparyam, see Anandakichenin,
“Visistadvaita in a Nutshell.”

341 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 12: “It is evident that the offering is the main thing since the cessation
of one’s own effort regarding the means and the result depends on the Lord. These auxiliaries will be present
[with the offering] in case of the surrendering of those who are afflicted, and they will be manifest in succession
in case of the surrendering of the content ones. The division of [surrendering of] the afflicted ones and the
content ones is declared in the Ramayana, “If enemy who is either afflicted or content has taken refuge with
another, having given up his life, he should be protected by the one whose self is disciplined” [Ramayana
6.12.15]. One who is grieving about having another body is called the content one; while one who is grieving
even regarding the current body, already attained, is called the afflicted one. This self-surrender can be defined
through the classification of the afflicted ones and the content one. It is a firm and constant [determination that]
He [God] alone is the means for the attainment of Himself.”

(upaye ca phale caiva svaprayatnanivartanam ||

svamyayattam iti vyaktam niksepasyarngita tatha | artaprapattav ity esam anganam sannidhif tatha ||
drptaprapattav etani bhavisyanty uttarottaram | artadrptavibhagas tu srimadramayanodita ||

“arto va yadi va drptah paresam saranagatah | arik pranan parityajya raksitavyas krtatmana” ||

yasya dehantarakrte soko drptas sa ucyate | yas ca prarabdhadehe ’pi socety artas sa ucyate ||
artadrptavibhagena prapattir iyam ucyate | sadhanam bhagavatpraptau sa eveti sthira drdha ||).

342 Ramayana 6.12.11, vol. 6, 68: “Sriiyate hi kapotena Satruh Saranam agatah |
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the one who surrenders, exclusively waiting for liberation. On the other hand, the story of the
male pigeon demonstrates God’s compassion in granting liberation to the one who seeks Him
as refuge based on an untraceable passage from the Bhagavatapurana:343
That which is remembered as having bhakti as a goal (sadhya-bhakti) is
sung indeed as self-surrender.
It is with this in mind that there is the statement in the Bhagavata
[-purana, untraceable],
“The one who surrenders is like a cataka bird, and the one who is to be
taken refuge to is like the pigeon. The characteristics of the one who is to be
protected and the one who is the protector is indicated by these two [birds].”34*
When bhakti is the means, self-surrender functions as its auxiliary, and this is termed “bhakti
which is the means” (upaya-bhakti).*> The notion that self-surrender can be performed as an
auxiliary of bhakti reminds us of the same argument of Ramanuja in the Gitabhasya. The main
source for this hierarchy seems to be from the lost Satyakitantra.34

At the same time, Vatsya Varadaguru explains that self-surrender is available, implying

that it is preferable to bhakti which is limited to the twice-born. In Chapter 3, he highlights that

arcitas ca yathanyayam svais ca mamsair nimantrita/ ||”

343 The explanation is based on Uttamur Viraraghavadacharya’s commentary, 18—19.

344 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 12:

sadhyabhaktiz smrta saiva prapattir iti giyate | imam cartham abhipretya vaco bhagavate yatha ||

“prapannas catako yadvat prapattavyas kapotavat | raksyaraksakayor etat laksanam laksyam etayoh ||

345 vatsya Varadaguru mentions the passage that supports the identification of bhakti as a goal in the form of
service presumably from the Visvaksenasamhita. See Vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 50:

“The lord of the attendants states in the same way in his own Sambhita,

“The word service can be referred to with the word bhakti. The excellent kind of service is the entering into the
absolute lowliness regarding the Master. Thus, supreme bhakti is defined as the exclusive desire for servitude
[Visvaksenasamhita, untraceable].””

(atmiyasamhitayam tu yatha senesa uktavan | seva tu procyate sadbhi/ bhaktisabdena bhayast ||

seva catyantanicatvapattir hi svaminam prati | tasmat parasya dasyaikarasata bhaktir ucyate ||).

346 |bid., 51: “This meaning was uttered by the Lord [Krsna in Bhagavadgita 18.66] in detail, ‘Bhakti which is
the means destroys any karmas which are different from those that have already begun to operate. On the other
hand, [self-surrender] which has bhakti as the goal is superior since it destroys even karmas that have already
begun to operate.” Bhaktiyoga which is referred to as bhakti as the means along with its auxiliaries.”

(ayam artho bhagavata savisesam udiritam | upayabhaktiz prarabdhavyatiriktaghanasing ||

sadhyabhaktis tu sa hantrz prarabdhasyapi bhizyasr | [Satyakitantra, unidentifiable] upayabhaktir ity ukto
bhaktiyogo hi sangaka# ||).
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the Dvaya which is to be recited only once in the performance of self-surrender is available to
all without a VVedic order and accent in recitation even if it is found in sruti, which is supposed
to be limited to only those from the three higher castes.34’ Also, in one place, Vatsya Varadaguru
implies that self-surrender is preferable to bhakti in the matter of karmas since bhakti which is
the means does not destroy the karmas that have already begun to operate (prarabdhakarma).
On the other hand, self-surrender destroys even karmas that have already begun to operate for
the afflicted ones who surrender but not for the content ones. Thus, self-surrender is better than
bhakti in this regard.348

He then mentions the three kinds of people who are eligible to undertake self-surrender,
namely the ignorant one, the one with knowledge, and the devotee. These three can be mapped
onto those who presumably follow the three yogas. They are eligible to perform self-surrender
for different reasons: first, the ignorant one is not able to have the knowledge of other means;

second, the one with knowledge turns away from the path of yoga after realizing its deprivation

347 1bid., 13-14: “The mantra that expresses self-surrender is prescribed in the sruti like the Vallis in the Katha
Upanisad. It is explained again and again in the Padmapurara in the form of the dialogue between Parasara and
Vasistha as having the same meaning as aum (prazava) and consisting of twenty-five syllables along with its
auxiliaries in connection with sages and others. The mantra is enjoined as being available to all [and] recited
once there as well as in other scriptures [stated] by God, [i.e., Pafcaratra Sambhitas]. Therefore, even someone
who is not from the three higher castes has eligibility regarding the Dvaya. That which is stated is established by
the worldly and Vedic authority pertaining to [self-surrender] which possesses [the Dvaya]. Like [it is
established] from the authority that the carpenters and others [are eligible for] the Vedic rituals like the offering
of the fire and that a wife [of the one who sacrifices] [is eligible for] the mantra in the ajyaveksana [lit. looking
after clarified butter in a sacrifice] ritual and others. Alternatively, the Dvaya is available to all due to the
removal of the Vedic order [of recitation] or the accent [in recitation]. Or, [it can be taken as] Tantric, which is
available to all.” (prapatter vacako mantrak kashavallyadisu srutak [corr., “smrtah”’] | ayam purane padme ca
parasara-vasisthayo? ||

samvade prapavaikarthah pasicavimsativarpakah | rsyadisahitas sangah bhizyobhiyah prapasicyate ||

tatra sarvadhikaratvam sakrduccaryata tatha | vidhiyate tatha ‘nyatra sastre bhagavata pi ca ||
traivarpiketarasyapi dvaye tasmad adhikriya | dharmigrahakamanena yat siddham lokavedayo? ||

yatha hi rathakaradeh agnyadhanadivaidike | yatha jyaveksapadau tu mantre patnyah pramapata ||

yad va ‘dhitakramapayat svarader va vilopataj | dvayasya sarvadhikytiz sarvesam tantrikam tu va ||).

The correction of “smytak” in 1954 edition to “srutak” is based on the variant given in this edition and the
reading of the verse in the 1971 edition, 13.

348 vatsya Varadaguru, Prapannaparijata, 51. See the translation in section 2.4.1.
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through God, and; finally, the devotee cannot depend on other means and goals due to exclusive
devotion to God:
The ignorant one, the one with all knowledge, and the devotee (bhakta)

are eligible for self-surrender.

It is eligible for the ignorant one due to their incapability for the
knowledge of other means.
The one with all the knowledge, realizing the deprivation of that kind of

means directly from God, turns away from the path of yoga and goes to Him for

refuge.

Being unable to bear depending on other means or goal, the devotee
worships Him exclusively all the time due to the power of love to God.3*
Thus, those who are eligible to pursue the three yogas can undertake self-surrender as it is
available to all. However, in this scenario, it is implied that there are still those who are eligible
to perform the three yogas as a means to liberation. Thus, both self-surrender and the three
yogas serve as options for different groups of eligible people, and they are equally valid means
to liberation.

Compared to Vatsya Varadaguru’s system of self-surrender in the Prapannaparijata,
Periyavaccan Pillai’s discussions on self-surrender are more varied and elaborate, reflecting the
possibility that the Manipravalam discussions preceded the one in the Sanskrit sphere as
systematized by Vatsya Varadaguru. While Vatsya Varadaguru likens self-surrender to the

doctrine of bhakti, Periyavaccan Pillai highlights the binary opposition between self-surrender,

where God is the main cause, and bhakti, which is the means to be performed.

349 |bid., 14-15:

ajfiasarvajfiabhaktanam prapattav adhikarita | upayantaravijfianasakter ajfiasya yujyate ||
sadrsopayavaidhuryam saksad bhagavato vidan | sarvajfiak saragam yati yogamargaparanmukha? ||
sarvakalam premavasat bhajan bhakto ’py ananyadhiz | upayam va 'py upeyam va ksamo ’nyam navalambitum
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2.4.2 The Binary Opposition Between Self-surrender and Bhakti
Although Periyavaccan Pillai’s self-surrender belongs to the Manipravalam sphere, we can still
see the influence of Ramanuja’s system of bhakti, for example, in his reference to self-surrender
as a means in the same manner as bhakti. Periyavaccan Pillai draws the distinction between
these two means mainly in his interpretation of the three secrets, arguing that their difference
lies in their natures: Self-surrender is equivalent to God who is the only accomplished means
(siddhopaya). On the other hand, bhakti is a means to be accomplished by an eligible person
like other means to liberation.3*° Periyavaccan Pillai’s description of self-surrender can be
influenced by his teacher, Naficiyar, who resists theorizing self-surrender as a performance.**
Importantly, Periyavaccan Pillai’s communal identification of the Srivaisnavas reflects the
importance of God and not the doctrine of self-surrender. He refers to the Srivaisnavas in the
chapter on the Tirumantra, when he comments on the letter u in aum and defines the
Srivaisnavas as “those whom God desires” since they are completely subordinate to Him based
on Bhagavadgita 7.18.3%2 This suggests that the Srivaisnavas are a community of those who
have the knowledge of their subservient nature to God.

In his interpretation of the Caramasloka, Periyavaccan Pillai formulates the binary
opposition between self-surrender and bhakti. He first addresses the first two parts of the
passage: “having abandoned all dharmas,” which I term the abandonment part, and “come to

Me alone as refuge.”. He construes that the abandonment part enjoins the abandonment of other

350 For the other manners through which self-surrender can be differentiated from bhakti in the
Parantarahasyam, see Venkatachari, The Manipravala Literature of the Srivaisnava Acaryas, 119-120.

31 Section 1.4.

32 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 15: “Those whom God desires are indeed the Srivaisnavas as stated,
“The one with knowledge is my very self” [Bhagavadgita 7.18].” (avanukku iszarakirar: “jaani tv atmaiva”
enkira srivaispavarkalire.) See sections 1.2 and 1.3. See also Bhagavadgita 7.18, vol. 2, 41.
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means like bhakti along with their auxiliaries or the Vedic rituals as they need to be
accomplished.?>3 Following Naficiyar, he explains that the injunction is subordinate to the main
injunction in the second part which prescribes the eligible person to accept God as the means
before specifying that both the abandonment and the acceptance should be understood as
mental.®> Through this definition, it can be understood that one should not physically abandon
the ritual duties which one has to perform according to one’s caste and stage of life. In fact, one
should keep performing them with the realization that they are not the means to any results,

including liberation:

Next, “having abandoned” refers to the way to abandon that. Here, one may ask
if the word abandonment means the abandonment of the nature of dharmas, or
the abandonment of the results and so on [of dharmas but not dharmas
themselves], or the abandonment of the thought that these dharmas are the
means. [To answer,] for an eligible person, it is impossible to abandon the
dharmas since they should be performed for the passing of time until death [and]
[the abandonment of them] is harmful according to God. It does not make sense
that the abandonment would indicate the abandonment of the results and so on
since it is already stated that the results and so on are to be abandoned along with
the agent of the means. Given that is the case, the abandonment here states the
abandonment of the thought that these dharmas are the means. The
abandonment of the thought that the dharmas are the means refers to the removal
of the notion that a means that pleases God is the cause for the attainment [of
the result]. Thus, there is no fault through the abandonment of the nature [of
dharmas], and there is no redundancy which would result from talking about the
abandonment of the results and so on.3%°

353 Periyavaccan Pillai states that these dharmas are karmayoga, jiignayoga, a combination of karma- and jiigna-
yoga (karmajiianasamuccaya), bhakti, the knowledge of the secret of the avataras (avatararahasyajiana), the
Upanisadic means to the Supreme Person (purusottamavidya), living in sacred places (puryaksetravasa), and
praising the names of God (tirunamasasikirtana). The word “all” in “all dharmas” points to other sacrificial
rituals such as sandhyavandana according to castes and stages of life (Parantarahasyam, 51).

354 |bid., 54. See translation and text in section 2.3.2.

355 |bid.: apantaram “paritajya’ enru atipugaiya tyagaprakarattaic collukiratu. irku tyagasabdattalé collukiratu,
dharmasvaripatyagattaiys? dharmaphaladityagattaiyo? dharmattil upayatvabuddhityagattaiyo? ennil:
ivvadhikarikku, yavadsarirapatam kalaksepattukkaka bhagavaddosahétubhitam aravai anustheyam akaiyale,
dharmasvaripatyagamaka magtatu. phaladikal, sadhakanukkurkira tyajyamakak kile uktam akaiyale,
phaladityagattaic collukiratakav opnatu. aka, irku dharmasika/inuzaiya upayatvabuddhityagattaic collukiratu.
anta upayatvabuddhityagam avatu: labhahétuvara bhagavatpritikku sadhanam exkira pratipattiyait tavirukai.
akaiyale svarapatyagattal varum kuraiyum, phaladityagattaic collukiratu epkirattal varum punaruktiyum inriyile
oliyum.
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The abandonment is subordinate to and must precede the acceptance of God. The sequence
implies that one cannot accept God as the means without abandoning the thought that there are
other means to liberation apart from God. In other words, one can choose either only God or
other means like bhakti. According to Periyavaccan Pillai, the abandonment of other means and
the non-active attitude towards self-surrender can be theologically justified by the natures of
the soul and God. Since the soul’s nature is subservient to God, undertaking anything can
destroy the nature and obstruct the soul from attaining God.3%® The abandonment of other means
thus should be regarded as the qualification of an eligible person. As the already accomplished
means, God does not need any further actions or help. Even the acceptance of Himself as the
means should not be understood as an auxiliary.35” Although Sri functions as the mediator, she
is only an attribute of God and does not contribute to the success or failure of the attainment of
GOd.SSS

Through the Ramayana story of Vibhisana, Periyavaccan Pillai notes another important

356 Ibid., 54: “Other means must be abandoned if considering one’s essential nature. Other means should be
abandoned given their natures. Other means should be abandoned given the already mentioned nature of those
[means]. If one looks at one’s nature, [one would know that] it is absolutely dependent [on God] in such a way
that engaging in the activity of protecting oneself is damaging for one’s essential nature as stated in the word ‘I
pay obeisance.’” (svasvaripattaip parttalum, sadhanantraraska/ai viravéeptivarum. avarrinuraiya
svaripanka/aip parttalum, sadharantaranka/ tyajyamay arum. parrappukukira upayasvarapattaip parttalum
sadhanantaraska/ tyajyamayarum. svasvarapattaip parttal namassabdattil collikirapariye
svaraksapavyaparattilé ifikai, svariapahaniyampari atyantaparatantramay irukkum).

37 Ibid., 56: “Since this means [God] is already accomplished, there is no need to produce [this means]; since
[this means] has a single form, there is no need to choose; [and] since He is the supreme sentient being, there is
no need for others to give the result. Thus, since taking an action along with auxiliaries is not for this means, it is
not possible for this acceptance [of God as the means] to be an auxiliary.” (inta upayam siddham akaiyale
utpat[t]yapéksaiy illai; ekarizpam akaiyalé vrtyapeksaiy illai; paramacétanam akaiyalé phalapradanattil
anyasapéksataly illai. aka, arngarka/aik kontu ko/vatu orukaryam ivvupayattukku illamaiyale, inta svikaram
arigamaka magtatu).

3% Ibid., 26: “Although [she] is an attribute [of God], the is no function as the means for her like other particular
qualities which are attributes [of God], [...] one must regard her status as the mediator.” (visésanatvam
upzeyakilum, visesapabhatamana gupavisésankal opati, upayopayokitvam avajukku illamaiyalum, [ ...J ivalukkup
purusakarabhavattil nokkakak kazavatu).
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distinction between self-surrender and bhakti. He indicates that self-surrender is accessible by
anyone regardless of the births (jatis) and other qualities, since the desire to attain the goal is

the only qualification for self-surrender:

Here, it is shown that everyone is eligible to perform self-surrender (prapatti)
since there is no qualification of one with births, qualities, activities, and so on
as stated in “I who am like this commit [myself to You].” Now, only desire is
necessary. Since the desire has the purpose, [Vibhisana’s] lowliness and so on
is stated through his word in order to take refuge in the statement beginning with
“[T am a younger brother of] the villain named Ravana” [Ramayara 6.11.10];
[Rama’s] subjects reviled him, stating his fault, in the statement, “Ravana’s
younger brother, known as Vibhisana, has come to you for refuge along with
four demons (raksasas)” [Ramayana 6.11.17]; on top of that, [Rama] protected
Vibhisana despite the statements [of his subjects], “Let him [Vibhisana] be
Killed-let us tie him” [Ramayapa 6.11.20]; the Lord [Rama], who is the refuge,
stated Himself, “Even if he is Ravana himself” [...].3%°

Another characteristic of self-surrender in the Parantarahasyam that conforms to bhakti
is the distinction between self-surrender and the Advaita Vedanta knowledge from Upanisadic
passages. After explaining the subservient nature of the soul, Periyavaccan Pillai refers to the
fact that this nature is contradictory to the identity of God and the soul, which is the knowledge

conveyed by the passage, “That’s how you are” (tattvamasi) [Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.7],

according to the Advaita Vedanta.3®® However, despite his anti-Advaita Vedanta attitude,

39 1bid., 33: itil “idrsanana nan adhyavasikkirén ” enru jatigupavrttadika/alé oruvapai visésiyamaiyale,
ipprapatyanustharam sarvadhikaram epru torrukiratu. ini, ruciyé vepguvatu. inta ruci prayojakam akaiyire,
“ravano nama darvrttah ” enru tofankit tan nikarsadika/asaiyat tan vayale colluvatu; “ravanasyanujo bhrata
vibhisapa iti srutah, caturbhih saha raksobhir bhavantam saranam gatah” enru arukiruntarilum avan kurai colli
ksepippatu; atukku melé “vadhyatam-badhyatam ” enpatakanirkac ceytéyum srivibhzsapapperumaj/ai raksittatu;
saramyarana perumal tam, “yadi va ravanas svayam” enpatu [...]. See the Ramayana passages, vol. 6, 57 and
59.

360 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 9: “Since the word “ndrayapa” which is the explanation of this [letter
a which is the first letter of aum] has a fourth-case ending (dative) and this [letter a] is the summary [of the word
“narayana’], there must be a fourth-case ending. Being with the first-case ending (nominative) instead of the
fourth-case ending with the meaning that refers to the oneness of the soul and the Supreme Soul as “That’s how
you are” (tattvamasi) [Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.7], is inconsistent with the explanation [in letter a]. On top of
that, it is inconsistent with the soul’s nature as the body [of God], which is stated in the word “narayana.”
(itinuzaiya vivarapamapa narayapapadam caturyantam akaiyale, sanigrahamapa ituvum caturthyantamaka
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Periyavaccan Pillai’s definition of self-surrender comes close to Advaita Vedanta knowledge
towards the end of the Parantarahaysam.

According to his analysis, the later part of the Caramasloka, “I will free you from all
sins,” points to God’s removal of sins for the person who has surrendered to Him. The sins are
the obstacles to the realization of servitude to God, which is innate to the soul. Once God
removes these obstacles, the soul can reveal the nature of servitude like a shining gem whose
dirt has been cleaned. The notion of the removal of obstacles is based on Parasara Bhattar’s
Asrasloki 3, “T am the property of the one indicated in the letter a, I am not my own. The word
‘narayana’ means the abode of the group of eternal ‘naras.” The dative case-ending says that
my performances of spontaneous service for him should take place at all times, in all places,
and under all conditions.”®0! Periyavaccan Pillai states:

Like when rubbing the ruby which is covered in dirt to remove the dirt, taking

refuge in Him reveals the light that belongs to him (the soul), taking refuge in

Him reveals completely the state of having sins that have been destroyed and

others whose resting-place is oneself due to the complete destruction of one’s

coverings that are ignorance and so on. Thus, only the removal of obstruction is

required. That predominance [of God] is said to show the removal of obstruction.

For this very purpose, Parasara Bhattar stated, “my performances of spontaneous
service for him should take place” [Asrasloki 3].362

The classification of self-surrender is close to the Advaita Vedanta definition of liberation in

vengtum. caturthyantamakatu prathamantamay “tattvamasi” polé, atmaparamatmakka/ugaiya aikyaparam
akiratu ennum artham, vivarapattore virodhikkum. atukku méle narayanapadattir collukira
sariratmabhavattorum viradhikkum). For the text and translation of the Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.7, see Olivelle,
The Early Upanisads, 252-253.

31 The translation by Mumme in The Mumuksuppayi of Pi//ai Lokacarya, Appendix 1, 209. For the Sanskrit text,
see ibid.

362 periyavaccan Pillai, Parantarahasyam, 59: malayagattalé mafurkina manikkattai a/ukkarakkazaintal
tannaraiye tadgatamapa o/i prakasikkum opati, ivapukkum avidyadikal/akira tirodhanaska/araiyak kalikaiyale,
svasrayamapa apahatapapatvadika/araiyat tannaraiye prakasikkumire. akaiyale virodhinivrttiyire apeksitam.
anta pradhanyam torra viradhinivrttiyaic collukiratu. akaiyire, “avis syur mama sahajakairikaryavidhayas ”
enru bhagar aruliceytatu.
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the form of the removal of ignorance.3 | understand that Periyavaccan Pillai’s classification
of self-surrender as the removal of ignorance is rooted in his emphasis on the passive role of
self-surrender and the fact that God is the means that needs not be accomplished. It is not likely
that Periyavaccan Pillai intends to draw the similarity between self-surrender and Advaita
Vedanta knowledge. However, the emphasis brings self-surrender even closer to Advaita
Vedanta knowledge in the literature of the later generations such as Pillai Lokacarya’s
Mumuksupari, as we will see.

Although both authors defend self-surrender as an independent soteriological doctrine,
their definitions are directed to different intellectual groups and based on Sanskrit and
Manipravalam modes of soteriological expression. Belonging to the Sanskrit community of
authors who consolidate bhakti at Kancipuram, Vatsya Varadaguru maintains at all costs that
both bhakti and self-surrender are equally valid. Resting on the soteriology of bhakti, his self-
surrender takes on the Vedantic status and the ritual-nature of bhakti. Like other Manipravalam
authors at Srirangam, Periyavaccan Pillai makes a distinct claim that only self-surrender can
grant one liberation, that bhakti is no longer an option, and that self-surrender is nothing other
than God Himself. As a result, the whole community should not follow bhakti, and everyone is

eligible for self-surrender.

2.5 Summary
Operating within the Sanskrit sphere, VVatsya Varadaguru resorted to only the Sanskrit norms
and brought in the Sanskrit soteriological expression centered on Ramanuja’s bhakti. In

particular, he used only the Sanskrit scripture and claimed the equivalence between self-

383 For more information on Advaita Vedanta and their doctrines, see Potter, Advaita Vedanta up to Sankara and
his Pupils, Vol. 3, for example.
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surrender and bhakti to validate self-surrender as another soteriological doctrine. In the
Prapannaparijata, self-surrender is a ritual, like bhakti, which must be performed. It also has
to conform to the injunctions and rules prescribed in the Sanskrit scripture. Due to his method
of collecting various sets of authoritative passages and citing them together to support each
topic, his system of self-surrender has to be extracted from these passages and does not reflect
the practices or the actual community of those who follow self-surrender. Interestingly,
focusing on the validity of self-surrender, which is the primary concern in the Sanskrit sphere,
Vatsya Varadaguru’s arguments and discussions are intellectual and not as intimate as those in
the Manipravalam sphere, which consists of a dialogical style that gives the sense that God is
directly addressing the audience. This can also be understood to be caused by the absence of
the Tamil scripture and language that allows the reference to the Tamil heritage.

In contrast, the Vedantic scripture is not the only authority in the Manipravalam sphere.
Periyavaccan Pillai, following other Manipravalam commentators on the Tiruvaymoli, paid
attention to the Tamil scripture and further harmonized different sets of scriptures to form a
scriptural foundation of self-surrender in relation to the paradigm of the three secrets. His
scriptural systematization provides the basis for self-surrender for other rahasyagrathas of the
later authors like Pillai Lokacarya’s Mumuksupari and Vedantadesika’s Rahasyatrayasaram.

Thus, we see the doctrine of self-surrender developed into two different strands with
overlapping features: self-surrender in the Sanskrit sphere relies only on the Sanskrit norms and
can be characterized through its identification with bhakti; while the one in the Manipravalam
sphere rests on both the Sanskrit and Tamil normative sources and is so subordinate to God that
it no longer plays a role in the soteriological process. These elements represent the norms and

expressions of the soteriology of self-surrender at the moment when it was first systematized in
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the two spheres. They further influenced the later treatises in each language. What we will see
in the next chapter is that the difference in the scriptural preference and theological emphasis
as explored in this chapter branch out in more opposing directions in the treatises of the
subsequent generations due to the authors’ decisions to immerse their systems of self-surrender

into varying linguistic spheres.
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CHAPTER 3
HETEROGENEITY

By the thirteenth century, after Vatysa Varadaguru and Periyavaccan Pillai, self-surrender was
widely accepted as the primary soteriological doctrine of the Srivaisnavas. It is also during this
period that we see an increase in the consolidation of the community as a whole and in the
organization of centers (marhas). Srilata Raman marks the thirteenth century as one of the
historical turning points in the Srivaisnava community, which also include the political and
economic changes from a unified Cola kingdom to more disintegrated regional powers and the
rising social significance of non-brahmin groups. The political and social fluctuations around
this period seem to accelerate the interest of the Srivaisnava authors’ interest in expanding the
community and to differentiate itself from other religious communities. This is even more
evident in the later generation of authors of the fourteenth century, as we will see in the next

chapter. Raman explains the situation:

In contrast to the historical circumstances [i.e., the expansion of the Chola
temple economy] in which Pillan and Naficiyar composed their works, the later
commentators Nampillai, Vatakku Tiruvitip Pillai, Periyavaccan Pillai and
Alakiya Manvala Ciyar lived in a period which marked the beginning of
prolonged political uncertainty, starting from the mid-thirteenth century when
what was once a unitary Cola kingdom had disintegrated and was being
challenged by growing regional powers. These included a new Pandya power
within the Cola heartland of the Kaveri delta, the Kakatiyas in the Telugu region
with their seat at Warangal and the Hoysalas in Karnataka. The period of these
commentators, therefore was one of political uncertainty and transition,
straddling as it did the relative stability of the Cdla period on the one hand, and
the turmoil of the Muslim incursions on the other, leading to the eventual
establishment both of the Deccani sultanates and Vijayanagara. The Vaisnavite
sacred centres were also witnesses to the fluctuating fortunes of the regional
powers: Kaicipuram, for instance, changed hands from Cola to Kakatiya to
Pandya rule all within the space of a century. It was not just the old political
order which was changing but also the agrarian settlements of the Cala period.
Regardless of how one characterizes the Cola state — whether as “bureaucratic
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and centralised” or “segmentary” — it is generally accepted that the thirteenth

century saw the decline of old institutions and the emergence of new ones and

changes in the old agrarian order. The evidence, taken as a whole, seems to speak

for a society in motion with new groupings of non-brahmin, warrior

communities becoming significant regional powers.3%4

Moreover, the Srivaisnava marhas, which had been loosely developed since the twelfth
century seemed to have been more administratively structured around the thirteenth century
before gaining recognition in the epigraphical evidence in the fourteenth century.3®> The
increasing attention to the entire communal notion may parallel the intensification of the social
base of each location like Kafcipuram and Srirangam despite their mutual contact. Borrowing
Patricia Mumme’s argument on the distinction between these two locations, one could say that
the community at Kaficipuram was much more “cosmopolitan” in the sense that they engaged
more with the Sanskrit philosophical debates shared by other philosophical systems, while
Srirangam was more exclusively for the Srivaisnavas and Tamil heritage.36¢ In addition to this
distinction, | claim that there is an additional, distinction that pertains to the linguistic domain
despite the connection between the two locations.

In this chapter, I will show how Sanskrit and Manipravalam spheres are indeed more
distinct than what we have seen due to the divergence in the normative and expressive choices
made by the two authors investigated in this chapter, namely Meghanadarisari and Pillai
Lokacarya. Both writers came from two respective groups of authors: first, those like Vatsya

Varadaguru at Kancipuram who paid attention to the philosophical VVedantic debates and used

only Sanskrit in their compositions, and, second, those who composed only Manipravalam

364 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 178.
365 Dutta, From Hagiographies to Biographies, 93-94.
366 Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 1-25.
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works such as the Manipravalam commentators. Unfortunately, we have little historical
evidence about them, and what we know is mainly extracted from their works.

According to the tradition, Pillai Lokacarya was the son of Vatakku Tiruviti Pillai (c.
1250), the attributed author of the I[ru Muppattayirappari, and the brother of Alakiya
Manavalapperumal Nayanar, the author of the Acaryahrdayam and the Aru/iceyalrahasyam.3¢’
In the hagiographical narrative of Vedantadesika, Pillai Lokacarya is portrayed as
Vedantadesika’s rival and friend at Srirangam. He escaped to Tirupati during the Muslim sack
of Srirangam.3% From this information, we may assume that Pillai Lokacarya was a significant
figure at Srirangam who was immersed in engaging with the Tamil scripture and using
Manipravalam to discuss theology. This picture is supported by his compositions. Despite his
lineage from the Manipravalam commentators, Pillai Lokacarya did not compose a single
commentary on the Alvars’ Tamil hymns. Following Periyavaccan Pillai, Pillai Lokacarya
composed eighteen Manipravalam rahasyagranthas, of which the Srivacana Bhiisapnam,
Mumuksuppari, and Tattvatrayam are highly regarded by the present-day community of the
Tenkalais.?®® He was also retrospectively regarded as the originator of the Tenkalai sub-
tradition. It is certain that he was influenced by Periyavaccan Pillai’s Manipravalam works,
especially the Parantarahasyam, which can be characterized as a model for Pillai Lokacarya’s
Mumuksupari, the focus of this chapter.

Compared to Pillai Lokacarya, we know almost nothing about Meghanadarisari. Based
on his Sanskrit works, we know that that he participated with the Sanskrit community at

Kancipuram. We do not have his exact dates apart from the assumption that he was likely active

37 \Venkatachari, The Manipravala Literature of the Srivaisnava Acaryas, Chapter 3.
368 Hopkins, “Vedantadesika,” 463-464.
369 McCann, “Acaryabhimana,” 20.
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in the thirteenth century.3’® Thus, it might be the case that he was an older contemporary of
Vedantadesika like Pillai Lokacarya. Within his Sanskrit circle, self-surrender remained
marginal and implicit, as seen in the works of, for example, Narayanarya and Atreya Ramanuija,
who did not defend self-surrender as an independent means separate from bhakti.®* Instead of
being explicit about self-surrender, the Sanskrit authors at this time focused on consolidating
the Sanskrit sphere based on Ramanuja. They also maintained the authority of the Upanisads
and did not include the Tamil scripture in their intellectual scenario, let alone in their
soteriology. Among them, Meghanadarisari was arguably the primary advocate of the
Upanisads and Ramanuja’s philosophy. Following Ramanuja, he strengthened the unity of
Pirva Mimamsa and Vedanta by using Mimamsa hermeneutics with Upanisadic statements, as
in his central Vedantic treatise, the Nayadyumazi. Interestingly, he devoted one work, the
Mumuksapayasamgraha, to defending self-surrender as Vatysa Varadaguru had done.

This chapter draws attention to these two contemporary authors’ primary treatises on
self-surrender, Meghanadarisiri’s Mumuksipayasamgraha and Pillai  Lokacarya’s
Mumuksupayi, to reveal that the authors’ different strands of self-surrender are shaped by the
spheres of Sanskrit and Manipravalam that they inhabited and the ways they engaged with their
respective linguistic domains. In the first section, I explore how the two authors expressed self-
surrender in different manners by highlighting the contradicting aspects of its function and
accessibility. 1 then show that their theological expressions are based on diverging normative
sets of textual sources and authoritative figures.

We can assume that Pillai Lokacarya might have been addressing a more limited

370 According to Pandit, his active year is c. 1250, see “Meghanadari sfiri.”
371 See Narayanarya’s Nitimala, 67-68, and Atreya Ramanuja’s Nyayakulisa, 193.
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audience compared to Periyavaccan Pillai since Pillai Lokacarya composed only one genre, the
rahasyagranthas in Manipravalam. This is unlike Periyavaccan Pillai, who commented on the
Alvars’ hymns and also the Sanskrit works of previous acaryas, in addition to composing
rahasyagranthas. The style of aphorism (satra), which is brief and sometimes obscure in the
Mumuksupati, further suggests that the text might have been used and circulated among those
who were familiar with Pillai Lokacarya’s teaching.3"? Historically, Pillai Lokacarya spent his
time at Srirangam, where the acaryas paid attention to the Tamil scripture. Also, the focus on
the Tamil scripture might have increased since Periyavaccan Pillai’s time. Still, Pillai
Lokacarya’s preference for Tamil scripture is remarkable, and his inattention to the Sanskrit
sources may be explained as his attempt to strengthen the Manipravalam sphere for his
Srirangam milieu by limiting the use of the norms shared by the Sanskrit treatises.

In contrast, Meghanadarisari restricted the textual authority to Sanskrit scripture and
regarded Ramanuja as the ultimate authoritative figure in his Mumuksizpayasamgraha. This
might be rooted in his intellectual project to consolidate the Sanskrit sphere to the normative
domain demarcated by Ramanuja’s soteriological teaching as reflected in his other works.
Despite its overt restriction to the Sanskrit sphere, one can see that the Mumuksizpayasamgraha
includes some of the views found in the Manipravalam literature before and around this time
such as the passive nature of self-surrender and the inclusion of the non-twice-born in the
soteriological process, which indicate the overlapping nature of different spheres despite their

increasingly solidified borders.

3721t is my understanding at this point that the Mumuksupayi is a summation of Periyavaccan Pillai’s
Parantarahasyam. This explains Pillai Lokacarya’s choice of satra-style along with the brevity and obscurity of
the Mumuksupari. However, this hypothesis needs further justification.
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3.1 The Two Shades of Self-surrender

Here, | present two shades of self-surrender as theorized by the two authors in their treatises.
The difference in these two strands suggests the authors’ engagement with their respective
spheres. To place self-surrender in the domain of the Sanskrit sphere established by Ramanuja
himself, Meghanadarisari proposes that self-surrender is another Upanisadic means that has to
be performed, similar to what Vatsya Varadaguru states. However, Meghanadarisari goes
beyond Vatsya Varadaguru to leave no avenue for sidras to attain liberation even in the case
of self-surrender. Meghanadaristri’s exclusion of sudras from performing self-surrender is
unique even among the Sanskrit authors and points to his attempt to strictly conform to
Ramanuja’s characteristics of bhakti. Unlike Meghanadarisiiri, Pillai Lokacarya emphasizes the
hierarchical relationship between God and the soul, stating that the soul is subject to God’s
supremacy due to its subservient nature. As | argued in the previous chapter, this relationship
represents Tamil devotional expression. As the Master of the soul, God has total control over
the soul’s soteriological process. Thus, self-surrender can be reduced to just a gesture or a non-
resistance to God’s protection and is no longer a means that should be performed. It is passive,
while God is active and, as a result, is available to all who realize this relationship, including
those who are not twice-born. Thus, self-surrender in the Mumuksupati is even more accessible
to everyone than in Periyavaccan Pillai’s in his Parantarahasyam, where it still functions as a

means.

3.1.1 Self-surrender and the Exclusion of Sidras
In this section, | first show that Meghanadarisari’s definition of self-surrender largely agrees

with Vatsya Varadaguru’s Prapannparijata, which may be the main source of influence.
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However, despite this, Meghanadarisiiri deviates from his predecessor’s acceptance of
everyone’s eligibility for self-surrender. Meghanadaristri argues that those who are not twice-
born and thus are not eligible for Vedic study cannot attain liberation through any Upanisadic
means, including self-surrender. The only way they can attain liberation for them is to be reborn
as one of the three castes. His insistence affirms soteriological arguments in the Sanskrit sphere
as seen in Ramanuja’s Sribhasya and might stem from his intention to maintain both the validity
of self-surrender and its VVedantic status.

Like Vatsya Varadaguru, Meghanadarisari derives his definition of self-surrender from
Upanisadic passages, especially the Mahanarayara Upanisad passages, to prove that self-
surrender is one among the many Upanisadic means to liberation. Like Vatsya Varadaguru, he
focuses on Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.2: “You, who are pervading and delighting in wealth,
are joined with the breath. O Brahman, you are the creator of all and the giver of energy to the
fire, speech to the sun, splendor to the moon, You are grasped in the sacrificial ladle. One should
offer oneself as aum to You, the great glorious Brahman.”3”3 He claims that this verse connected
to the statements regarding self-surrender in Mahanarayana Upanisad 21.2: “Offering is
Brahman; Brahman is the Supreme; The Supreme is Brahman; Offering is superior to those
austerities which are inferior,” and Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1: “Thus, the offering is said

to be superior to these austerities.”3*

The mantra, “You, who are pervading,” [Mahanarayara Upanisad 24.2] states
the nature of self-surrender, having reminded one of the stated offering (nyasa)
in the passage, “Thus, the offering is said to be superior to these austerities”
[Mahanarayapa Upanisad 24.1], to explain the manner of self-surrender as
stated in the mantra beginning with “Offering is Brahman; Brahman is the
Supreme; The Supreme is Brahman; Offering is superior to those austerities

373 Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.2, 25. See section 2.1.1.

374 Mahanarayana Upanisad 21.2, 23, and Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1, 25. See section 2.1.1.
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which are inferior; one knows this; this is the secret (upanisad)” [Mahanarayana

Upanisad 21.2].37°
Based on these passages, self-surrender can also be characterized as the laying down of oneself
to God (atmaniksepa), which is synonymous to “offering” (nyasa), and also as the knowledge
of the soul’s subordination to God and of God as both the means and the goal:

By the word “offering” (nyasa), what is meant is self-surrender (prapatti),

characterized as the laying down of oneself (atmaniksepa). [The Upanisad]

praises the stated knowledge of self-surrender in order to show that it is superior

to all other means due to its being the means to liberation [...] Being the goal,

Brahman is higher than anything else and offering, just like that, is a goal for

someone who wants to cross beyond the transmigration. This is what the mantra

[in the Mahanarayana Upanisad] means.37

Agreeing with Vatsya Varadaguru, Meghanadarisari points out that self-surrender in the
form of the laying down of oneself is the predominant Upanisadic means and is to be
accompanied by five auxiliaries, based on Laksmitantra 60-61.3"7 In his explanation of each of
the auxiliaries, Meghanadarisiri highlights the role of scripture, especially the Upanisads, and
the duties according to one’s caste and stage of life, which are communicated by the first two
auxiliaries, namely the will to please God and the avoidance of hostility. To elaborate, the first
auxiliary shows that, to please God, an eligible person should maintain the knowledge of the

hierarchical relationship between God and the subservient soul and preserve the duties

according to one’s own caste and stage of life as prescribed by the Upanisads. This instruction

375 Meghanadarisiiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha (Bangalore: Eris Mudraksarasala, 1910), 38: “nyasa iti brahma hi
parak paro hi brahma tani va etany avarani tapamsi nyasa eva atyarecayad ayam evam vedety upanisat, ”
ityadimantroktanyasaprakarabhidjiianaya tasman nyasam isam tapasam atiriktam ahup, iti parvoktanyasam
smarayitva vasuranyo vibhirasiti mantreza tatsvarizpam abhidhiyate, tesam mantrazam arthas tu.

376 1bid.: nyasa ity atmaniksepopalaksita prapattir ucyata ity uktaprapattijianasya moksasadhanatvena
sarvopayotkrsratvam vaktum stauti, [...] paro hi brahma prapyatve sarvasmad utkyszam brahama
tadvaduttitirsor nyaso ‘pi prapya ity arthah.

877 Laksmitantra 17.60-61, 57. See section 2.4.1.
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is further supported by Visnpupurana 3.8.9, which justifies the performance of these duties even
in the case of bhakti.3® The second auxiliary informs one to avoid neglecting knowledge and

ritual performance based on the Upanisadic injunctions, as doing so would displease God:37

“This is six-fold taking refuge: the will to please [God], the avoidance of
hostility, the faith that He will protect, the choosing of Him as the protector, the
laying down of oneself, and wretchedness” [Laksmitantra 17.60-61].

This is the specific definition. The will to please [God] refers to the will
for the performance of the service as an end in itself as in the case of
Vibhisana,3° Arjuna, and others through the scriptural rituals which conform to
one’s nature, preceded by the knowledge of oneself, the Supreme Self, and so
on. The conducts according to one’s caste and stages of life in the scriptures are
what conform to God.

It is remembered, “Visnu who is the Supreme Person is worshiped by the
person with conduct according to one’s caste and stage of life. No other path
produces satisfaction for Him” [Vispupurara 3.8.9]. Thus, the worship of God
is indeed service; therefore, that alone is what pleases God like [the conducts]
of Vibhisana and others.

What is undesirable [to God] is the conforming act with the thought that
the body, house, land, son, friends, and so on belong to oneself, or the actions
suitable to pleasing but with the thought that the body and sense organs are
oneself, or performing [the conducts] with the thought that oneself is
independent, pervasive, or non-sentient in the manner opposed to the scripture,
or resolving to perform the service previously explained wrongly, or not
performing it at all. The avoidance of that is the avoidance of what is not pleasing
to God and the knowledge of what is not pleasing is from the scripture since
there is no other way to know that [...].38!

378 For the full text, see Vispupurapa 3.8.9, vol. 1, 294,
379 Mumuksipayasamgraha, 16-17. The third and fourth auxiliaries then indicate that self-surrender which is the
mental offering of the activity and agency of protecting oneself to God is to be preceded by the constant faith in
God and the determination that He is the protector. The last auxiliary, which is wretchedness, prescribes the
contemplation that one has no other refuge other than God. Meghanadarisiri’s delineation of self-surrender and
its auxiliaries suggests the continuation of the whole process as opposed to Vatsya Varadaguru’s explanation that
self-surrender along with its auxiliaries is to be performed only once.
380 1t should be noted that, like other authors, Meghanadarisiri also regards Vibhisana, who took refuge with
Rama in the Ramayana, as one of the exemplars of people who undertake self-surrender in this context.
381 Meghanadarisiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 16-17:
anukalyasya sarikalpah pratikilyasya varjanam | raksisyatiti visvaso goptrtvavaranam tatha |
atmaniksepakarpanye sadvidha sarapagatik | iti visesalaksanam, tadarthas tu svaparamatmadijianapirvakam
(tatsva)svariapanukizlasastriyakarmadibhir vibhisanarjunadivatkairkaryasya ananyaprayojanataya
anusthanasarikalpa anukilyasya sarkalpah, sastriya varpasramacara(modayanakarapa)dir eva hi
bhagavadanukalyarthas.

varpasramacaravata purusepa parak puman | vispur aradhyate pantha nanyas tattosakarazam || iti
smarazam api, ata eva bhagavatsamaradhanam eva hi kaizikaryam, tad eva hi bhagavadanukilam
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Thus, as in the case of the performance of bhakti, the performance of self-surrender is to be
accompanied by other activities according to caste and stage of life. In self-surrender, all of
these activities should be maintained as long as one lives.38?

Although his arguments so far are not identical to Vatsya Varadaguru’s, they are not too
far from what we have seen in the Prapannaparijata. Meghanadarisari models self-surrender
on bhakti, like Vatsya Varadaguru. However, unlike Vatsya Varadaguru who overtly views
these two means as distinct, Meghanadarisari obscures their distinction, except for some
features like the auxiliaries required in surrendering process based on the fact that they are
equally Upanisadic means. We see the remarkable difference between Maghanadarisari and
Vatsya Varadaguru in their arguments on the eligibility of self-surrender. Unlike Vatsya
Varadaguru who indicates that everyone can perform self-surrender, Maghanadarisiiri makes it
clear that only the twice-born are eligible to perform self-surrender based on the fact that it is
an Upanisadic meditative means like bhakti.

At the beginning of the Mumuksipayasamgraha, Maghanadarisiri classifies two groups
of people who are eligible for Vedic study, namely those who are born among the three higher
castes and those who are born from proper hierarchical marriages like mirdhavasikta (a mixed

caste from a brahmana father and a ksatriya mother). Only they can perform rituals as

srivibhisanadayo ‘pi sariragrhaksetraputramitr@dau mamatabuddhitadanukilacararam dehendriyabuddhisu
(ddhyadisu) svatmabuddhitadanukzlavartanam, atmani
vedantaviruddhasvatantryasarvagatatvajadatvadibuddhiz,
parvoktakainkaryanyathanusthanananusthanasarkalpas ca bhagavatpratikilyam, tadvarjanam (ca)
pratikizlyasya varjanam pratikilyajianam ca sastrad eva, prama(pa)ntaravisayatvat /...J.

382 Ibid., 43: “Thus, one should sit and contemplate on this [self-surrender] as in the case of bhakti. One should
perform ritual actions which are suitable to one’s caste and stage of life at the proper time. On the other hand, the
Upanisadic means and their auxiliaries are like bhakti and one thus should perform them until death.”
(evamvidhartham bhaktau iva asino 'nusandadhyat, varnasramacarocitakarmani kale kuryat, angavidyas tu
bhaktivad eva, evam aprayanad anusthet).
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prescribed by the Vedas after their studies. Then, they would come to the realization that the
results of Vedic rituals are trivial and fleeting. Due to this realization, they would study the
Upanisads, which are the scriptural continuation of the Vedas. Through the Upanisadic study,
they attain the knowledge that Narayana is the Supreme God and the Master of all the souls
who are His subordinates. They also gain the correct understanding that liberation in the form
of the attainment of God is the ultimate and lasting result. They then have both the correct
knowledge and capability to pursue the Upanisadic meditative means, including bhakti and self-
surrender, along with their auxiliaries. Without Vedic study and its knowledge, those outside
of these two groups cannot perform bhakti and self-surrender and other Vedic rituals, which

serve as their auxiliaries:

First, someone among the three higher castes or those who are born from
the marriage in a regular order like mardhavasikta (a mixed caste from a
brahmana father and a ksatriya mother) are worthy of the initiation and Vedic
study. They undergo the initiation by true acaryas who possess qualities of the
self like peace and self-control and are born within a lineage. Then, they become
those with a bundle of the rituals to be performed from the teaching and the
scripture. Thus, they study only their branch of the Vedas and the auxiliaries.
Having preliminarily understood all the meanings [of the VVedas], they determine
the meanings and then engage with the hearing of the Mimamsasastra (the whole
system of Mimamsa and Vedanta). After understanding the Mimamsasastra
from a teacher, one should determine the Vedic meanings. Then, the one who is
able to hear the Mimamsasastra should listen to the VVedic meanings which have
already been determined many times and the main meaning is that Narayana
Himself is the Supreme Self and the nature of the self and so on are subordinate
to Him. Rituals alone are heard as being the means to little and unstable results
but the knowledge of Brahman, referred to by the words “bhakti” and “self-
surrender” (prapatti), has endless and stable results are in the form of the
experience of Brahman [...].

Having understood the Vedic meanings from the teacher, and having
determined again and again by valid means of knowledge that it is this way, one
who has the firm desire in the attainment of the Supreme Self and is indifferent
regarding his own goal which is other than God should undertake the
performance of either bhakti or self-surrender with its auxiliaries.383

383 1bid., 1-4: prathamam tavat, traivarpikesv anyatama, upanayanadhyayangrhamirdhavasiktzdyanulomajo
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Meghanadarisari further claims that sizdras can only perform practices like the chanting of
God’s names, which are auxiliary to the Upanisadic meditative means, to drive away their sins
in order to attain better rebirths and eventually be eligible for Vedic study.3®

We might recall that Ramanuja, in his Sribhasya, argues for the ineligibility of sidras
in the case of bhakti based on the Mimamsa exclusion of szdras in ritual performance and, in
doing so, sets the restriction of a soteriological doctrine to the twice-born. Meghanadarisiiri’s
decision to exclude the szzdras in the soteriological scenario shown above was surely influenced
by Ramanuja’s argument and conditioned by the Sanskrit sphere of soteriology. One could
expand on this to say that, as one of the main authors who defend the Ramanuja’s school of
Vedanta on the ground of Mimamsa, Maghanadarisuri favors the conformity to Mimamsa.
Regardless, his exclusion of sizdras reinforces a Vedantic status for self-surrender and conform

this doctrine to Ramanuja’s Sanskrit soteriological model.

3.1.2 When Self-surrender is no Longer a Means

va, satsantanaprasita-samadamadyatmagupopetasadacaryopanitas, tatas siksitasastriyanustheyarthakalapah,
tasmad adhitasvangasvasakhah, adhitasvasakhamatro va, apatapratitasakalavedarthas, tannirpayaya
mimamsasastrasravapapravrttah, acaryan mimamsasastram adhikytya vedarthaniscayam kuryat.
tacchravapasaktas tu tato niscitan vedarthan bahusaj srunuyat, vedarthas ca, pradhanatas paramatma
narayapa eva, anantasthirabrahmanubhavaripaphalani tu bhaktiprapattipada(phala)bhidheyani
brahmajfianany eva [ ...]

evam acaryad vedartham avagamya manena evam iti bhiyo bhayo viniscitya prapyaparamatmapraptau
drdhabhilasas taditarasarvarthaviraktas ca sangabhaktiprapattyor anyataranusthanam arabheta.
384 Ibid., 13: “The sadras are incapable of meditating on the nature of the individual soul by means of sacrifice
and other rituals as well as contemplation of the path of light that need to be done. Therefore, sidras do not have
eligibility with respect to that [recitation of God’s means as the means to liberation]. The permission [for sidras]
to recite God’s names, light the lamps, and building public gardens and so on can be for the sake of removing
sins just like the permission to listen to the Puranas. For them, there is no performance for the sake of liberation.
On the other hand, women who are twice-born are allowed to perform the Upanisadic means with the permission
of their husbands.” (yajiiadikaranajivasvaripanusandhanagaticintanades ca kartavyatvat, sadrades tatrasaktes
ca na tatradhikarah. namasasikirtanapradiparopanodyanakaranades tu purapasravanabhyanujiavad anujiia tu
papaksayamatrapareti na moksarthanusthanam tasya, traivarnikastrinzam tu patyanumatau vidyasvikaro sty
eva).

162



Unlike Meghanadarisari, Pillai Lokacarya operated in the Manipravalam sphere and prioritized
the Tamil expression of the importance of God’s grace over the restriction of self-surrender.
His emphasis on the autonomy of God and the soul’s subservience further culminates in the
rejection of the ritual status of self-surrender. Despite his rejection of the role of bhakti in the
soteriological process, Pillai Lokacarya’s characterization of self-surrender as knowledge, his
repetition of the request for service in self-surrender, and his argument that other means should
not be completely abandoned suggest that his system of self-surrender was still based on the
Sanskrit sphere.

Like Periyavaccan Pillai, Pillai Lokacarya centers his systematization of self-surrender
on the binary opposition between bhakti and self-surrender and the identification between God
and self-surrender. However, Pillai Lokacarya stresses God’s agency more than Periyavaccan
Pillai. He explains that everything in the soteriological process is dependent on God, and self-
surrender is nothing other than accepting or not rejecting when God wants to liberate oneself.
As a result, self-surrender cannot be regarded as a means that should be performed by a person
who desires liberation. To support this view, mostly in his interpretation of the Caramasloka in
the Bhagavadgita, he draws a distinction between God, who is the already accomplished means
and independent, and the other means, which need to be performed by an eligible person.

According to Pillai Lokacarya, the Caramasloka teaches the last means to the attainment

of God after informing Arjuna of the three yogas.®® Like Periyavaccan Pillai, Pillai Lokacarya

385 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupari, ed. Krsnasvami Ayyankar (Tirucci: S. Krsnasvami Ayyankar, 1970), 115:
“The name for this Caramasloka is because thinking about Arjuna who—after being taught a few particular
means previously and thinking that those are polluting and opposed to the nature [of the soul]—was tormented
by grief, in order to remove his grief, He reveals the last means about which can be said that there is nothing
higher than this.” (kiZé cila upayavisésarnkalai upadesikka, avai dussakasika/ enrum, svarapavirodhika/ enrum
nipaittu sokavistanana arjupanaikkurittu, avapuraiya sokanivrttyarthamaka ‘ini itukku avvarukillai’
ennalampariyapna caramopayattai aru/icceykaiyale, caramaslokam enru itukku perayirukkiratu).
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construes that the first part of the Caramasloka refers, first, to the abandonment of dharmas that
are the means to be accomplished as enjoined in sruti and smyti.3® The abandonment is an
auxiliary to self-surrender, enjoined as the acceptance of God by the phrase “come to Me alone
as refuge.” The abandonment and acceptance are directed to a person who is qualified to
perform self-surrender due to the desire to reach God. The gerund form in the phrase “having
abandoned” conditions that the abandonment is to be followed by surrendering as Pillai
Lokacarya states, “By the gerund [in parityajya], it is stated that ‘Having abandoned other
means, one should surrender’ as in the statement, ‘Having bathed, one should eat.”””%" For the
word “dharmas,” Pillai Lokacarya, following Periyavaccan Pillai, lists the dharmas that should
be abandoned by the eligible person, including the same dharmas mentioned by Periyavaccan
Pillai plus lighting the lamps and making garlands. The word “all dharmas” then includes other
obligatory sacrificial rituals (nityakarma):3

These [dharmas] are: karma-, jiiana-, and bhakti-yoga, all of those things done

with the belief that they are the means, beginning with the knowledge of the

secret of incarnations (avatararahasyajiana), the Upanisadic means to the

Supreme Person (purusottamavidya), living in [sacred] places (desavasa),

praising the names of the Lord (tirunamasarikirtana), lighting the lamps, [and]
making garlands.38°

388 Ibid., 118: “The word ‘all dharmas’ (sarvadharman) means all dharmas. The word ‘dharma’ means that
which is a means to a result. The word ‘dharma’ stated in this case refers to the means to the result which is
liberation not the means to the worldly results. Since there are many of these means enjoined in sruti and smrti.
There is the use of the plural ending [attached to the word ‘dharma’].” (sarvadharman-ella dharmarnka/aiyum.
dharmam avatu-phalasadhanamay irukkum atu. izkuc collukira dharmasabdam drsraphalasadhanarika/aic
collukai aprikke, moksaphalasadhanarika/aic collikiratu. avaitan-srutismytivihitasika/ayp phalavay irukkaiyalée
bahuvacanaprayogam pannukiratu).

387 |bid., 123: lyappalé “snatva bhusjita” ennumapéle, upayantarasikalai vigé parra vépum epkiratu.

388 Tbid., 120: “The word ‘all’ (sarva) refers to the obligatory rituals that are the basis for the suitability for those
[means to liberation] at the time when there is the performance of these particular means.” (sarvasabdattale
avvavasadhanavisesasika/ai anusthikkum izattil avarrukku yogyatapadakarika/ana nityakarmasika/aic
collukiratu).

39 1bid., 119: avaiy avana-karmajianabhaktiyogaska/um, avatararahasyajianam, purusattamavidyai,
desavasam, tirunamasasikirtanam, tiruva/akkerikkai, tirumalaiyefukkai tofakkamana upayabuddhya ceyyum
avaiyum.
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It should be noted that Pillai Lokacarya views abandonment only as mental realization that
rituals cannot be used as the means to liberation, not a physical act of abandonment. He equates
this realization to the recognizing when one has mistaken mother of pearl for silver:

Abandonment is, having ascertained the state of the means and abandoned them

with the particular thought that we have adorned the thought of the means on

[those things that are] not the means like those who impose the thought of silver

on the mother and those who set their minds on the wrong direction.3%
Such analogy, which is similar to the one in the Parantarahasyam, reminds us of the Advaita
Vedanta argument that the knowledge gained from the Upanisadic passages makes one aware
of the erroneous perception that the soul is distinct from God.3*! According to Advaita Vedanta,
this knowledge is the only way to liberation as it discards ignorance to reveal the unity between
God and the soul. Pillai Lokacarya then argues for the difference between God, the already
accomplished means, and other means which need to be accomplished, the same distinction
made by Periyavaccan Pillai. God is the means that is superior to other means because He is all
capable and independent:

That is to say, [God] is the already accomplished means (siddha), the supreme

sentient being (paramacetana), the omnipotent one (sarvasakti), the

imperishable one (nirapaya), the obtainable one (prapta), and the one who is

without the need of other assistants (sahayantaranirapeksa). The other means

require a sentient being in completing the nature because they are the things that

must be accomplished (sadhya). Since [they are] non-sentient and powerless,

God is required in accomplishing what is to be done. This means [God] does not

require others because of being contrary to those [non-sentient and powerless
means].3%?

390 1bid., 122: tyagam avatu-uktopayasika/ai anusandhittu, ‘suktikaiyilé rajatabuddhi pannuvaraip psleyum
viparitatisakamagam pagnuvaraip poleyum anupayarikalile upayapbuddhi panninom’ enkira buddhivisésattore
tyajikkai.

391 See section 2.4.2.

392 1hid., 129-130: atavatu-siddhamay, paramacétaramay, sarvasaktiyay, nirapayamay, praptamay,

165



God’s superiority overshadows the means such as self-surrender, reducing it to a mental activity
with no physical or verbal actions involved. Pillai Lokacarya confirms this nature of self-
surrender, interpreting the word “come” in the phrase, “come to Me alone as refuge,” in the
Caramasloka as follows: “[The word] ‘come’ [means] mental activity. The meaning of motion
points to the determination which has the meaning of the mental activity. Although verbal and
physical performances are expected for this word, it means mental performance since liberation
is from knowledge.”3%3

Moreover, Pillai Lokacarya emphasizes the passivity of the eligible person, affirming
that even the agency in the acceptance of God comes from Himself.3%* Thus, it is sinful to think
of self-surrender as a means through which one can exercise one’s own agency as Pillai
Lokacarya indicates: “Even self-surrender performed with the thought that it is a means due to
confusion is comparable with a grievous sin.”®% Ultimately, it is only God’s grace that sets
things in motion and tends to the entire soteriological process. Pillai Lokacarya explains: “Since
there is the teaching of the difficult means and the easy one for the same result, it ought to be
the case that the means is only the grace of God and not these two means [i.e., bhakti and self-

surrender].”’3%

sahayantaranirapeksamay irukkai. mazrai upayarika/ sadhyasika/ akaiyale, svarapasiddhiyil cétapanai
apeksittirukkum; acetapanka/umay, asaktarka/umay irukkaiyalé karyasiddhiyil isvarapai apeksittu
irukkum. inta upayam avarrukku etirttagzay irukkaiyale, itaranirapeksamay irukkum.

3% |bid., 141-142: vraja-buddhipannu. gatyartham avatu buddhyarthamay, adhyavasiy enrapari.
vacikakayikarnka/um itukku apeksitarikalay irukkac ceyteyum, jianan moksam akaiyalé manasamana
anusthanattaic collukiratu.

39 |bid., 133-134: “By this word [‘alone’ (eka)], in the acceptance stated by the word ‘come,’ it is
prevented from being a means. Even the acceptance comes from Him alone.” (ittal, ‘vraja’ enkira
svikarattil upayabhavattait tavirkkiratu. svikarantanum avarale vantatu).

39% 1hid., 149: kalasiki upayabuddhya parrum prapattiyum patakattoru okkum.

3% 1hid., 161: oru phalattukku ariyavaliyaiyum, e/iyavaliyaiyum upadesikkaiyale, ivai iraptum ofiya
bhagavatprasadamé upayamakak karavatu.
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In the Caramasloka, the subordination of the soul is also expressed in the word “you”
(tva) in the second part of the verse, “I will free you from all sins.” Pillai Lokacarya specifies
that this word communicates the conditions that make the soul fit for taking refuge with God,
“The word ‘you’ means you, who are ignorant, incapable, [and] not suitable, approach Me alone
as the means.”3%’

We have seen that Pillai Lokacarya shares the main features of self-surrender with
Periyavaccan Pillai, such as God’s role as the means and the distinction between God and other
means. However, unlike Periyavaccan Pillai, Pillai Lokacarya makes explicit that self-surrender
is not a means and reduces it to the knowledge of the soul’s subservience to God, who possesses
the absolute power and agency of liberation. One could then ask, why is self-surrender
necessary at all? Pillai Lokacarya replies that self-surrender can prevent one from pursuing
other means or simply serve as a way of spending time since it is pleasing for the soul and not
for any other ends.3% Alternatively, it can function as a pretext to prevent everyone from
attaining liberation at the same time.3 Pillai Lokacarya uses the concept of pretext here to
preserve God’s autonomy in granting liberation by theologically justifying that it is not the case
that God, who is all powerful and has total control in soteriological scenario, cannot liberate
every sentient being all at once. God is always ready and able to grant liberation to everyone,

but He chooses to wait for an eligible person to approach Him first. In addition, Pillai Lokacarya

clarifies that the three yogas found in the Bhagavadgita and self-surrender do not have to be

397 Ibid., 145: tva-ajianay asaktanay, apraptandy, ennaiyé upayamaka parriyirukkirav uznpai.

3% Ibid., 100: “This [mental activity] is done so that the heart does not go to other means, to pass time, and
because it is impossible to abandon due to the pleasure.” (upayantaranka/il nesicucellamaikkum,
kalaksepattukkum, irimaiyalé virav onpamaiyalum nagakkum).

39 Ibid., 136: “This [acceptance of God as the means] is for avoiding the undesirable consequence of the
liberation of all. The mental activity is for the sake of fixation of the mind, is done by intelligence, is attained by
desire, is established in the soul’s nature, and shows non-rejection.” (itu sarvamuktiprasazgapariharartham,
buddhisamadhanartham, caitanyakaryam. ragapraptam, svarapanistham, apratisedhadyaotakam).
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entirely abandoned by those who can perform them as they can be included in other
soteriological elements as follows: “He [Arjuna] does not abandon these [other means]
completely. Karma is included in service; Jiana is included in self manifestation; Bhakti is
included in the wish for the goal; Self-surrender (prapatti) is included in the knowledge of the
true nature [of the self].”*%° Although Pillai Lokacarya maintains the authority and usefulness
of these means to liberation, which are accepted by other authors, he does not assign any evident
role for them in the soteriological process. He also does not explicitly state that everyone can
attain liberation. Nevertheless, the fact that self-surrender is not a means along with its easiness
suggests that anyone who realizes their subservience to God can be liberated.“* Among the
features that make self-surrender easy and accessible, there is one that is clearly contradictory
to those put forward by Meghanadarisari.*%? In contrast to Meghanadarisiari, Pillai Lokacarya
affirms that there are no restrictions in surrendering to God; only the desire for the goal is
sufficient:

Thus, it is said that only the desire is necessary for taking refuge and one does

not need to wait for the occasion. There is no damage to the attainment even if

one approaches [God] verbally and physically. [However,] [the approach]

should be mental since liberation is from knowledge. Since He is the means and

these [performances] are not direct means, there is no insistence that these three
[performances] are necessary.*%

The importance of desire is further supported by an authoritative figures, such as Empar’s oral

400 Ibid., 160: “ivan tan ivai tappai nerakavigrilan. karmam-kaiznkaryattile pukum; jignam-svaripaprakasattilé
pukum; bhakti-prapyaruciyilé pukum; prapatti-svaripayathatmya jianattilé pukum.”

401 For Pillai Lokacarya’s discussion on castes, see Clooney, “Fierce Words.”

402 Another different feature is the non-repetitive nature of self-surrender. Pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupai, 100:
“If one thinks that it must be repeated many times for attainment [of liberation], the means slips away.”
(pérrukkup phalakalum vépum epru ninaikkil upayam naluvum).

403 1hid., 86 and 97-98: ittal-asrayikkaikku ruciye veptuvatu, kalam parkkaventa enkiratu. vacikamakavum
kayikamakavum pazrinalum pérrukku ilavillai; ‘jianan moksam’ akaiyale, manasamakak kazavatu. upayam
avapakaiyalum, ivai nére upayam allamaiyalum, immaurum vépum epkira nirbandham illai.
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teaching to Parasara Bhattar that desire and also faith are necessary to pursue self-surrender,
and, without them, one would attain bad consequences instead of liberation.*%*

To conclude this first section on the two shades of self-surrender, |1 want to draw
attention to two critical tensions between Pillai Lokacarya’s self-surrender and that of
Meghanadarisari. First, the passive self-surrender according to Pillai Lokacarya is in contrast
to Meghanadarisiiri’s definition of self-surrender as the means to be performed like bhakti. The
other tension is the eligibility for self-surrender. Pillai Lokacarya is not opposed to the notion
that self-surrender is available to all. In contrast, Meghanadarisuri reserves it for the twice-born
only. The tensions here, as | have argued, are based on their immersions in different spheres,
specifically the distinction in their expressions. On the one hand, Meghanadarisari limits his
system of self-surrender to the Sanskrit sphere and models it on the expressibility of Ramanuja’s
bhakti, which is not meant for the sizdras. On the other hand, aiming to provide an alternative
to bhakti, Pillai Lokacarya situates self-surrender firmly in the Manipravalam sphere, of which
the hierarchical relationship between God and the soul is one of the defining expressions. In the
following sections, | show that their strands of self-surrender are embedded in the different
norms they choose to resort to in their treatises. While Pillai Lokacarya’s system of self-
surrender relies on the Manipravalam norms almost completely, Meghanadarisari denies the
authority of the Tamil scripture when it comes to any soteriological doctrines, including self-

surrender.

404 Ibid., 163: “Empar replied to Bhattar that there is the uplifting when a believer has desire and faith in the
activity, but destruction in the case of the non-believer. There is no middle ground [between uplifting and
destruction].” (“astikapay ivvarthattil rucivisvasarnka/aiugaiyanay ujjivittal, nastikanay nasittal ofiya nazuvil
nilaiy illai” enru bhagrarukku empar aruficceytavarttai).
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3.2 The Celebration of Manipravalam Normativity in the Mumuksupati

Around the time of the Mumuksupari, self-surrender was central in the Manipravalam literature
to the extent that there is the exclusion of bhakti in the soteriological scenario. The Tiruvaymoli
commentaries set a new intellectual model with Manipravalam as a medium, one which was
not totally based on the Upanisads and Ramanuja’s reading of these texts. They highlighted the
authoritative role of the Tamil Veda and other Tamil hymns as well as itihasas.*®® They also
incorporated the paradigm of the three secrets in the soteriology of self-surrender as seen in the
first chapter. The rahasyagranthas, beginning with those of Periyavaccan Pillai as in the
Parantarahasyam, followed this intellectual movement.

Pillai Lokacarya was not the first author to use the Tamil scripture, itihasas, and the
three secrets in the matters related to self-surrender since they were already in the
Manipravalam commentaries on the Tiruvaymo/i and the rahasyagranthas by this time.
However, Pillai Lokacarya deserves attention as another key figure who increases the role of
these Manipravalam norms in the context of self-surrender. His development of self-surrender
is almost entirely based on the Tamil scripture, and this might explain why self-surrender in his
Mumuksupati is opposed to Meghanadarisiri’s. In addition to the Tamil scripture, Pillai
Lokacarya regards the three secrets as the structure of his system of self-surrender like
Periyavaccan Pillai. Also, like his predecessor, Pillai Lokacarya treats the Mahabharata and
the Ramayana as the sources of narratives and stories of ideal practices. In this section, |
investigate Pillai Lokacarya’s advancement of the importance of the three norms derived from
Periyavaccan Pillai’s systematization of self-surrender, namely the three secrets, itihasas, and

the Tamil scripture. His incorporation of these norms shows that he is part of the Manipravalam

405 See section 1.4.
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domain. In addition to showing his participation with other Manipravalam literature, especially
the Parantarahasyam, | highlight Pillai Lokacarya’s remarkable move, namely the domination
of the Tamil scripture and itihasas over the three secrets. Even the three secrets present a set of
authority in his treatise that is subordinate to the Tamil scripture and itihasas in his treatise.

This dominance in the Mumuksupati differs from what we have seen in the
Parantarahasyam, where Periyavaccan Pillai harmonizes the meanings of the three secrets with
other authoritative passages from both Sanskrit and Tamil scriptures. In the Mumuksupari, Pillai
Lokacarya pays less attention to the Sanskrit passages. He refers to the Vedas, sruti, and smyti
in a couple places in the sections on the Tirumantra and Caramasloka and cites only a few
Sanskrit passages, namely Bhagavadgita 15.4 and Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.31, in the section
on the Caramasloka.*% The first passage is found in the section on the Tirumantra. It illustrates
the soul’s desire for God. The last three passages are used in the section on the Caramasloka.
They affirm the exclusivity of God as the means to the attainment of the goal, which is Himself.
These three passages are also cited in the Parantarahasyam in the same context to support the
same argument. This is one clue that the Parantarahasyam might have influenced the
Mumuksupati. It is also possible that these two works participate in the same circle of sources
and concepts. Whether or not Pillai Lokacarya just records these Sanskrit passages as the
inheritance from the previous teaching, he undoubtedly has higher regard for the Tamil scripture
and itihasas as he relies on them in various places in the Mumuksupatri.

We might recall that Periyavaccan Pillai brings in the Tamil hymns only to illustrate the

actions of God, the soul, as well as the ideal practices but still turns to Sanskrit passages to

406 See Mumuksupayi, 14, 118, and 121, for his reference to sruti and smyti. For the Sanskrit passages, see
Mumuksupari, 133. See also Bhagavadgita 15.4, vol. 3, 160, and Ahirbudhnyasamzhita, vol. 2, 371.
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argue for the injunctions of self-surrender. In contrast, Pillai Lokacarya’s selection of Tamil
hymns has more variation. The passages from the Tiruvaymol/i comprise the majority of the
Tamil passages referred to in the Mumuksupayi. Only a few passages that Pillai Lokacarya uses
can be found in the Parantarahasyam. The Tamil passages are meant to emphasize the features

of self-surrender that he proposes, such as the subordination of the soul.

3.2.1 The Three Secrets and Alvars’ Tamil Hymns

Like Periyavaccan Pillai in the Parantarahasyam, Pillai Lokacarya structures the Mumuksupayi
according to the three secrets. As a rahasyagrantha, the Mumuksupagi mainly argues for the
role of the three secrets in the system of self-surrender. Unlike Periyavaccan Pillai, who
elaborately interprets each secret, Pillai Lokacarya offers only a summary of each one. | outline
his summarizations of the three secrets here to show that his understanding of them agrees with
the meanings proposed by Periyavaccan Pillai, suggesting the influence of Periyavaccan Pillai.
According to Pillai Lokacarya, the three words in the Tirumantra, “Aum, I pay obeisance to
Narayana” (“aum namo narayanaya”), convey three meanings: namely the soul’s subservient
nature (sesatva), its dependence (paratantrya) on God, and the service (kairikarya) to God as
the highest goal.*%” Next, Pillai Lokacarya interprets the two parts of the Dvaya, “I surrender at
the two feet of Narayana with Sri. | pay obeisance to Narayana with Sri,” as communicating
the status of God as the means with Sr1 as the mediator and the request for the goal, which is
service, respectively.“® Finally, he divides the Caramasloka into two parts. The first part

indicates what is to be done by the eligible person, while the second part deals with God’s

407 Pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupati, 26: “The three words [in the Tirumantra] communicate three meanings,
namely the subservience [of the soul], its dependency [on God], and the service.” (manru padamum manru
arthattaic collukiratu. atavatu—sésatvamum, paratantriyamum, kaizkaryamum).

408 |bid., 79.
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performance.*%®® However, unlike Periyavaccan Pillai, who pays the most attention to the Dvaya,
Pillai Lokacarya handles the Tirumantra more elaborately than the other two secrets. This
section on the Tirumantra also contains the most citations from the Tamil hymns. Thus, | give
his arguments in this section as an example of the important role of the Tamil normative
passages in the interpretation of the secret.

In the Tirumantra section, Pillai Lokacarya first introduces the three secrets as being for
those who desire liberation.*1° He uses only two Tamil passages that are also found in the same
section of the Parantarahasyam to argue that the three secrets embody the Tamil hymns based
on the fact that they convey the same meanings regarding self-surrender. Pillai Lokacarya then
validates the authority of the Tirumantra through the hymns of the Alvars. Based on Periya
Tirumoli 1.1.9, Pillai Lokacarya proposes that the Tirumantra is the means to all desires.*!! In
addition, it contains the truth regarding the five objects in the soteriological process
(arthaparicaka), namely the soul’s nature, God, the goal, the means, and the obstacles, as stated
in Periya Tirumo/i 8.10.3.412 Thus, it is necessary even for the acaryas to learn the meaning of
the Tirumantra, according to Tiruccantaviruttam 64:413

This [Tirumantra] indeed gives all desires as stated in, “It gives a family” [Periya

Tirumo/i 1.1.9]. For those who desire sovereignty, liberation in isolation, and

the attainment of the Lord, it gives these things. For those who undertake karma-

, Jaiana-, and bhakti- [yoga], it removes obstacles and makes them successful.

For those who undertake self-surrender, it becomes the cause for the passing of

time and experience after giving rise to the knowledge of the nature [of the soul].
All the meanings which should be known are stated [in the Tirumantra] as stated

409 Ibid., 116: “In this case, He states what is to be done by the eligible person with the first part and what is to be
done by the means with the later part.” (itil parvarthattale adhikarikytayattai aru/icceykiran; utttararthattale
upayakrtyattai aru/icceykiran).

410 Ibid., 3: “It is necessary for the one who desires liberation to know the three secrets.” (mumuksuvukku
ariyavepsum rahasyam minru).

4 Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 211.

42 1bid., 374.

413 1hid., 178.
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in, “Whatever else spoken about” [Periya Tirumo/i 8.10.3]. In other words, there

are five truths. The previous acaryas thought that they are not born until

knowing the meaning of the Tirumantra. After having the knowledge of its

meaning, they spend their lives knowing nothing but that [Tirumantra] as stated

in, “After being born, I do not forget [it]” [Tiruccantaviruttam 64].4%

Pillai Lokacarya confirms each of these meanings with the Tamil hymns. The soul’s
subservience to God, which is the meaning of aum, the first word of the Tirumantra, points to
the hierarchical relationship between the soul and God, who is the Master of the soul.
Subservience is the nature of the soul, and it can be understood as two-fold: subservience is
defined as the subordination to God, and subservience to God alone can be achieved through
the cessation of submission to others.

At the end of the interpretation of aum, the first part of the Tirumantra, Pillai Lokacarya
summarizes that aum communicates the subservient relationship of the soul to God and stresses
the exclusivity of this subservience, which is reiterated in the Tamil hymns, namely Periya
Tirumoli 8.9.3 and Mutal Tiruvantati 67:415

Thus, aum refers to the relationship between the soul and the Supreme as stated

in, “I am subordinate to the One in Kannapura, I belong to no other.” [Periya

Tirumol/i 8.9.3]. [Also,] by that, it is said, “[My] mind desires only the One, the
husband of the Lady on the lotus” [Mutal Tiruvantati 67].41

414 Pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupari, 19-22: itutan “kulantarum” epkirapatiyé ella apeksitasika/aiyum kogukkum.
aisvaryakaivalyabhagavallabhasika/ai acaippagavarkajukku avarraik korukkum. karmajianabhaktika/ile
i/intavarkajukku viradhiyai pokki avarrait talaikkagsik kogukkum. prapattiyilé i/intavarka/ukku svaripajianattaip
pirappittuk kalaksepattukkum pokattukkum hetuvay irukkum. “marru ellam pécilum ” enkirapatiye ariyavénprum
artham ellam itukku//é untu. atavatu-asicartham. parvacaryarkal, itil artham arivatarku mugpu, tarika/aip
pirantarkalaka nipaittirarka/; itil arthajianam piranta pinpu, “pirantapin marantilen” enkirapagiye ittaiy
oliyaverenral kalaksepam panniy ariyarkal.

415 Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 372 and 642.

416 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupari, 46-47: aka, pranavattal “kannapuram opruzaiyanukku agiyén oruvarku
uriyeno” enkirapatiyé jivaparasampantas collizru. ittal, “tamaraiyal kelvaporuvapaiyé nokkum uparvu” enratu
aylrru.
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Next, the word “I pay obeisance,” the second word in the Tirumantra, indicates the
necessity of removing the obstacles to the attainment of God. The obstacles pertain to three
aspects of self-surrender, namely the soul’s nature, the means, and the goal. Pillai Lokacarya
shows that the obstacle to each aspect is illustrated in the three Tamil hymns, Tiruvaymo/i 2.9.9,
Tiruvaymoli 5.8.8, and Tiruppavai 29, respectively:4’

The word “I pay obeisance” gets rid of the obstacles and there are three [kinds]

of them. There are obstacles to the nature, the means, and the goal. Removing

the obstacle to the nature is to say, “I am indeed yours and what is mine is yours

alone” [Tiruvaymoli 2.9.9]. To remove the obstacle to the means is to say, “No

other would remove the suffering [that you can choose to] remove or not”

[Tiruvaymoli 5.8.8]. To remove the obstacle to the goal is to say, “Change our

desires for other [things]” [Tiruppavai 30].4%8
After the removal of the obstacles, Pillai Lokacarya explains that the word “I pay obeisance”
makes these three aspects manifest as seen in the three passages from Tiruvaymaoli 6.5.1, 3.3.6,
and 10.8.7, in order:#1°

“With the passage, “Worshipping [the Lord at] Tolaivillimagala’ [Tiruvaymoli,

6.5.1], the nature is stated. The means is stated with the passage, ‘[1] pay respect

to the Lord of Venkata’ [Tiruvaymoli 3.3.6]. The result is stated with the

passage, ‘The final worshipping statement’ [Tiruvaymo/i 10.8.7]°4%°

Finally, Pillai Lokacarya comments on the last word of the Tirumantra, “for Narayana”

(“narayanaya”), which, he claims, identifies Narayana as the recipient of the service. Narayana

47 Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 473, 530, and 114.

418 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupari, 51-52: ittal viradhiyaik kalikkiratu. viradhitan minru. atavatu-
svarapaviradhiyum, upayaviradhiyum, prapyavirodhiyum. svarapavirodhikalikaly avatu — “yané ni enn
uzaimaiyum niyé” enru irukkai; upayaviradhikalikaiy avatu “kalaivay tunpam ka/aiyatu olivay ka/aikan
marrilen” enrirukkai; prapyaviradhikalikaiy avatu—“marru narikamasika/ marru” enrirukkai.

419 Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 542, 478, and 629.

420 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupati, 54: “tolaivillimankalan to/um ” enkaiyalé, svariipam collirru; “vénkagattu
uraivarkku nama” epkaiyalée, upayam collirru, “anti tolusi col” enkaiyale, phalam collizzru.
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is then characterized as having several kinds of relationships with the soul. He is defined as the
inner controller, the means, and the goal.*?* Following from this, the soul desires to do all kinds
of service to God who possesses all of the relationships. The request for all kinds of service is
stated in the fourth-case ending on the word “for Narayana” as shown in Mutal Tiruvantati 53,
“He [Ananta] becomes a canopy when He [Visnu] walks.”#?? It can be further understood that
the request is embodied in the soul’s nature as stated in Peruma/ Tirumol/i 4.9 and Tiruvaymoli
3.3.1:4%

The request of service is not strange and is suitable for one’s nature as stated in,

“Laying down as the step, I will see your coral lips” [Peruma/ Tirumol/i 4.9].

Thus, this shows the request [for service], “We must serve him faultlessly”

[Tiruvaymoli 3.3.1].4%
Pillai Lokacarya ends this section on the Tirumantra with a citation also from Tiruvaymoli 3.3.1
to argue for the unconditional nature of the service which can be carried out with no limitation
in terms of time, place, and state, “This service indeed continues in all places, at all time, and
in all states as in, ‘For all time in all places [we must serve him faultlessly]’ [Tiruvaymoli
3.3.1].74%5

Periyavaccan Pillai draws a parallel between the three secrets and the Tamil hymns and

421 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupati, 64-65: “Supremacy and accessibility and also [the fact that He is] the
internal controller, the means, and the goal are the result of these two [compounds of the word ‘narayapa’].”
(ivai irantalum palittatu paratvasaulabhyarsika/. antaryamitvamum, upayatvamum, upéyatvamum akavumam).
422 1bid., 67: “With ‘the fourth-case ending’ (@ya), what is required is the necessity to do all service as stated in,
‘[Ananta] becomes a canopy when [Visnu] walks’ [Mutal Tiruvandadi 53].°” (‘aya’ exkira ittal “cenrar
kuraiyam ” enkirapariye ella azfimaika/um ceyyavenpum enru apeksikkiratu). For the Tamil text, see
Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 640.

423 Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 154 and 478.

424 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupazi, 67-68: “patiyayk kirantu up pavajavay kanpéné” enkirapatiyé
kairikaryaprarthapai vantéri apru; svarapaprayuktam. akaiyal “valuvila vagimai ceyyaventum nam ” enkira
prarthapaiyai kagsukiratu. The translation of Tiruvaymol/i 3.3.1 is by Venkatesan, Endless Song, 108.

425 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupari, 70: ivvasimaitan “olivilkalam ellam uzapaymanni” enkirapatiyé
sarvadesasarvakalasarvavasthaika/ilum anuvarttikkum. See the whole passage translated by Venkatesan in
Endless Song, 108.
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explains the three secrets word-by-word in Tamil in the Parantarahasyam while still
incorporating the authoritative Sanskrit passages in his interpretation. However, compared to
Periyavaccan Pillai, Pillai Lokacarya presents a more systematic and explicit interpretation of
these secrets resting on the Tamil hymns. In addition, Pillai Lokacarya renders the secrets into
Tamil to propose that they are part of the Tamil sphere and to further suggest that the three
secrets have the Tamil passages as their sources even if they are in Sanskrit. Here is an example
from the section on the Caramasloka. Interpreting this secret, Pillai Lokacarya construes the
last part of the secret, “do not grieve,” in Tamil. He highlights the relationship between the soul
and God and gives the reason for the cessation of grief in the interpretation. It should be noted
that the Tamil interpretation of this statement is much more elaborate than what we have in
Sanskrit:

[In] the statement, “do not grieve,” He [God] caused the cessation of his

[Arjuna’s] grief saying, “Look! Since you do not have the eligibility to perform

what is to be done and | am qualified to do what should be done by you, there is

no cause for you to grieve.”4?

The translation here highlights the soul’s subordination and passivity, which is the
essence of Pillai Lokacarya’s self-surrender. According to this translation, God affirms that He
will destroy all the sins which are the obstacles for the attainment of Himself and that there is
nothing for the soul to do or grieve about. Pillai Lokacarya then draws the connection between
his understanding of the Caramasloka and the Tamil passage, Tiruccantaviruttam 115, “Oh

foolish heart, why did you immerse in the ocean of affliction,” which reiterates that there is no

426 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupari, 152: ma sucak- ‘ni un karyattilé adhikariyamaiyalum, nan up karyattile
adhikarittuk konsu paorukaiyalum, urakku sokanimittam illaikan * enru avanugaiya sokanivrttiyaip
pannikkogukkiran.
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need for the soul to grieve to show the parallel between the Caramasloka and the Tamil hymn.*?7
Pillai Lokacarya uses these two elements, the citation and paraphrase, to show the synthesis
between the secrets and the Tamil hymns, despite the linguistic difference. They are part of the
same sphere, and the rendering of the three secrets into Tamil makes their harmony explicit. In
addition to the Tamil hymns, Pillai Lokacarya adds itihasas as another source of interpreting

the three secrets to reinforce the deeds of the divine couple and what the devotee should do.

3.2.2 The Narratives of Practices from Itihasas

In the Mumuksupari, the two itihasas are the source of narratives of self-surrender and play a
role in exemplifying the actions of God and Goddess and the ideal practices that should be
followed by the devotee, as in the Parantarahasyam. Pillai Lokacarya generally mentions the
stories and the characters instead of citing the passages from itihgsas as seen in the
Parantarahasyam. This suggests that the audience of the Mumuksupazi might be limited to
those who were familiar with the texts, unlike the Parantarahasyam, which may aim at a wider
audience. Pillai Lokacarya resorts to itihasas, their stories and characters, to strengthen and
remind the audience of important points presented in the Alvars’ hymns. As Mumme indicates
based on the Srivacanabhisanam, Pillai Lokacarya’s other significant rahasyagrantha, he
views the Mahabharata as the authority for the greatness of God, while the Ramayaza is the

manual for the devotees such as Sita.*?® Below, | illustrate the way Pillai Lokacarya uses

427 Ibid., 154: “He states, ‘Oh foolish heart, why did you immerse in the ocean of affliction’ [Tiruccantaviruttam
115].” (‘ettinal irarkkazal kizaittiy élai nesicame’ epkiran). See the whole passage in Nalayirativviyappirapantam,
184.

428 Mumme, “Ramayana Exegesis in Tenkalai Srivainavism,” 205.
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itihasas to remind the audience of the effectiveness of the secrets, to illustrate the deeds of God
and Goddess, and, finally, to show the models of practices related to self-surrender.#?°

In the first section, Pillai Lokacarya proves the effectiveness of the Tirumantra through
the story of Draupadi from the Mahabharata. After reciting the Tirumantra, which includes
God’s name, Narayana, Draupadi was saved from embarrassment by Krsna.** This story
highlights the excellence of God, showing that God will save the one who recites His name in
this secret. Then in the section on the Dvaya, Pillai Lokacarya draws the connection between
the two itihasas, especially the Ramayana, and the meanings of the Dvaya, arguing that the
essence of the Dvaya lies in the fact that Sri, Visnu’s consort, is the mediator in the
soteriological process. This is explicit in the Ramayana, in which the main female character,
Sita, is identified with one of the incarnations of Sri. Pillai Lokacarya then provides some
examples of Sita’s deeds to show case that Si is the mediator who plays a role in God’s
protection and forgiveness. For example, she made Hanuman forgive the demonesses (raksasis)
who offended her when she was kidnapped and locked down in Lanka by Ravana.

In this case, she [Sri] is referred to as the mediator. When anger is produced in

the cool mind [of God] like fire rising up in water because of the offense [of the

soul], [He] forgives for her sake. As a mother, she cannot bear their affliction.

As His wife, she is pleasant [to Him]. Thus, she is a faultless mediator. There is

no need to say that she who can make Hanuman bear with [the raksasis] will
make Him who normally does as she states bear [with the soul’s offense].*3*

Pillai Lokacarya further highlights the importance of her presence, indicating that Rama

429 For more information on Pillai Lokacarya’s use of the Ramayaga, in particular, see ibid.

430 pillai Lokacarya, Mumuksupari, 18: “It is this holy name (Narayana) that brings forth the clothes for Draupadi
in distress.” (draupadikku gpattilé puzavai curantatu tirunamamire).

431 1hid., 82-84: ippotu iva/aic collukiratu purusakaramaka. nirilé neruppuk kifarumapaéleé ku/irnta tiruvu//attile
aparadhattal czrum pirantal poruppatu ivalukkaka. ival tayay ivarka/ klesam porukka magtate, avanukkup
patniyay iniyavisayamay irukkaiyale, kannalivarra purusakaram. tiruvagiyaip poruppikkum ava/, tan colvali
varum avazai poruppikkac collaventavire.
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forgave the crow, despite its offense towards Sita, due to her presence, but he did not forgive
Ravana since she was not there. In the same way, the soul can be saved only with Sri around
since she is the only one who can beg God to protect the soul and forgive all of its sins, “The
crow was saved because she was near. Ravana perished because she was not there.”*%? These
two examples also illustrate God’s deeds in saving the soul. Pillai Lokacarya further refers to
the story of Laksmana also from the Ramayana to prescribe the soul’s duty. As the younger
brother of Rama, Laksmana served both his brother and Sita, setting the model that the soul
should do service to both God and Goddess and that service to the divine couple is the ultimate
goal: “Like Laksmana, the custom is doing service to the union that is the couple.”*3

For the Mahabharata, Pillai Lokacarya mentions the character, Sisupala, in his
explanation of the word “feet” in the Dvaya. This word points to God’s captivating qualities
which motivate beings to take refuge with Him, just like Sisupala turned to Krsna due to His
body’s beauty, despite his abusive attitude towards Krsna: “As the place where Sri remains and
that which reveals His qualities, one thinks about the body [of God], having corrected even
Sisupala so that there is the entanglement and accepted him.”43

Thanks to Pillai Lokacarya’s Mumuksupayi, the Manipravalam norms gain increasing
importance in the rahasyagranthas and render the Sanskrit scripture unnecessary for his system
of self-surrender—even more so than what we have seen in the Parantarahasyam—thus
narrowing down the Manipravalam sphere. They seem to pressure Meghanadarisiiri to react in

his Mumuksizpayasamgraha by consolidating the Sanskrit sphere in the context of self-

432 1bid., 87: iva/ sannidhiyalé kakam talaiperratu; atu illamaiyalé ravanan mutintan.

433 1bid., 105: i/aiyaperumalaippslé iruvarumapa certtiyilé afimaiceykai murai.

434 1bid., 94: ittal, pirarrikku iruppiramay, gunaprakasakamumay, sisupalapaiyum akappagattiruttic cerntuk
ko/{un tirumegiyai nipaikkiratu.
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surrender.

3.3 Re-bordering the Sanskrit Sphere in the Mumuksapayasamgraha
We have seen that Meghanadarisiiri’s self-surrender is almost identical to bhakti and is
available only for the twice-born. In this section, it becomes clear that Meghanadarisiri’s
version of this doctrine is limited to the Sanskrit sphere, not the one systematized by Vatsya
Varadaguru but the one set up by Ramanuja. Specifically, he re-borders the Sanskrit sphere,
which Vatsya Varadaguru expands in his systematization of self-surrender to include sidras
and highlights the Pancaratra Samhitas, narrowing it down to the normative domain of the
Vedantic scripture, Ramanuja’s works, and rejecting the authority of the Tamil scripture and
the three secrets in the soteriological context.

In my understanding, the increasing importance of the Manipravalam norms with the
Tamil hymns as the center presents a threat not only to the validity of self-surrender which
should conform to Ramanuja’s soteriological model of Sanskrit norms, but also to the authority
of Visistadvaita Vedanta within Vedic orthodoxy that only accepts Sanskrit scripture, especially
the Upanisads. To gain acceptance from those who focus on Ramanuja and the Upanisads and
engage more with the Sanskrit side, Meghanadarisari intends to strictly demarcate the Sanskrit
sphere by excluding the Tamil scripture from any matters related to soteriology. His intention
is reflected in the concluding verse of his Mumuksipayasamgraha in which he aims to shed
light on self-surrender for the internal audience who are skilled in the Upanisads and follow
Ramanuja:

Even when the world is overcome by a bad path due to the power of the

Kali age, there is still a group of good people whose minds are purified by the
Upanisads out of lack of inner resentment.
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These great ones follow the view of Ramanuja. The summary of the
performance is made for enlightening them.
It is not composed out of ignorance, jealousy, greed, or even desire.
Rather, it is produced from the blossoming faith in Ramanuja.*®®
This verse further implies that some people deviate from the correct understanding of
Ramanuja’s teaching based on the Upanisads. As | will show, Meghanadarisari claims that the
textual authority of self-surrender can be found only in Sanskrit, especially the Upanisads.
Importantly, Meghanadarisiiri’s re-bordering of the Sanskrit sphere extends to the minimization
of the role of the Pancaratra Sambhitas, which are critical to Vatsya Varadaguru’s
Prapannaparijata. Meghanadarisari was likely aware of the discussions on self-surrender,
circulating in the Manipravalam sphere before and around his time based on his reference to
the Tamil scripture and the three secrets. Nevertheless, he rejects the authority of the Tamil
scripture in soteriology and moves self-surrender away from the Manipravalam sphere. |
illustrate these features in the first section, and in the second section, | chart the various
arguments that Meghanadarisari puts forward to claim that Ramanuja regards self-surrender as
an alternative to bhakti in his own works. These arguments portray Ramanuja as the ultimate

authoritative figure regarding the soteriology, especially self-surrender, against the

Manipravalam tendency to promote the Alvars as the ideal practitioners of self-surrender.

3.3.1 The Sanskrit Scripture for Self-surrender
Limiting himself to the Sanskrit sphere, Meghanadarisari resorts to the Sanskrit scripture,

especially one of the most authoritative sources, the Upanisads, in validating self-surrender.

435 Meghanadarisiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 45: kalikalabalal loke kumargopaplute 'pi ca | sadhavo
‘matsarad antas [corr. “antas”’] tryyantavimalasayah ||

ke cin mahantas santyatra ramanujamatanugah | tesam prabodhanarthaya krto ‘nusthanasangrahar ||
na vidyato na matsaryan na lobhan napi kamatas | krtal kin tu yatindrasya matasraddhavijrmbhagat ||
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Meghanadarisari begins the Mumuksipayasamgraha with a discussion on various means and
references to them in the Upanisads, especially the Chandogya Upanisad.**® He also cites
passages from the Mahanarayara Upanisad that are used by Vatsya Varadaguru to support the
identification between self-surrender and the Upanisadic means of the laying down of oneself.
He then provides an elaborate interpretation of the passage to show that self-surrender is
characterized by the meditation on the Supreme Self, preceded by knowledge of the soul’s
subservient nature.**” He identifies this passage with the passage from Taittiriya Aranyaka
10.63.19.4%8 After that, he harmonizes it with Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.18 which defines self-
surrender as one of the Upanisadic means as follows: “Who at first created the Brahman and
delivered to him the Vedas; who manifests himself by his own intelligence—in that God do |,
desirous of liberation, seek refuge.”*3® According to Meghanadarisiri, all of the cited passages
reveal that self-surrender cannot be accessible by sidras who have no eligibility for Vedic study
since it is enjoined in these sruti passages as Upanisadic means:
This is the meaning [of Taittiriya Aranyaka 10.63.19]. Having mediated

on the nature of God as stated in [the mantra beginning with] “You, who are

delighting in wealth,” the nature of oneself whose meaning is aum, and also on

God being both the means and the goal, then one should meditate on the

Supreme Self.

Thus, since self-surrender is established indeed through the sruti
statements such as this, a sizdra does not have eligibility for it just as in case of

the meditative worship of God. Self-surrender is evidently Vedic as in the
passages like this “in that God do I, desirous of liberation, seek refuge”

436 |bid., 6-7.

437 |bid., 37-38.

438 Ibid., 39: “You, who are pervading and delighting in wealth, are joined with the breath. O Brahman, you are
the creator of all and the giver of energy to the fire, speech to the sun, splendor to the moon, You are grasped in
the sacrificial ladle. One should offer oneself as aum to You, the great glorious Brahman.” (vasuranyo vibhur asi
prane tvam api sandhata brahman tvam asi visvasrktejodas tvam asy agner vacadas tvam asi saryasya
dyumnodas tvam asi candramasa upayamagrhito ’si brahmane tva mahasa om ity atmanam yusjita iti). See
Taittiriya Aranyaka, 274-275. See also section 2.1.1.

439 Qlivelle, The Early Upanisads, 432-433.
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[Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.18]. Therefore, it is another type of Upanisadic means
(vidya) like the Upanisadic means of Sandilya and Upakosala etc.44°

Meghanadarisari then presents a passage from Mundaka Upanisad 3.2.6, which is the same as
Mahanarayana Upanisad 10.6, to support the argument that self-surrender can be referred to
as “offering” (sannyasa).*** The passage is found not in the Prapannaparijata but in

Ramanuja’s commentary on Bhagavadgita 18.1.44?

[The fact that self-surrender is the means] is understood by the passage
like, “The ascetics who have firmly determined their goal through a full
knowledge of the Vedanta, having their being purified by the discipline of
renunciation. In the worlds of Brahman, at the time of the final end, having
become fully immortal, they will all be fully liberated” [Mundaka Upanisad
3.2.6].

The meanings which have been determined regarding the Upanisadic
knowledge are the primary meanings of the Upanisads with the subordinate
meanings, directly ascertained through the Vedantic hermeneutic
(sarirakamimamsa). [...]

This is the meaning: At the end of the body due to karmas that have
begun to operate, those, who have ascertained the nature of the Supreme Soul
etc. through the Upanisads, obtain their own true nature which can be obtained
through Brahman through the establishment in mental self-surrender to God.*43

440 Meghanadarisiiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 41: ayam arthaj, vasuranyetyading uktabhagavatsvarizpam
anusandhaya prapavartham svasvaripam ca anusandhaya upayopeyate 'pi na (sa?) paramatmanam
anusandadhyad iti.
ata evamadisrutivakyair eva prapattes siddhatvad upasanavad eva tatra na suadrasyadhikarah,
mumuksur vai saranam aham prapadye, iti ca vaidiki spasta, atah sandilyopakosaladividyavatprapattir
vidyabheda eva. The Svetasvatara Upanisad passage is translated by Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, 433. For
Sandilya in Chandogya Upanisad 3.14, see Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, 209. For Upakosala in Chandogya
Upanisad 4, especially 4.10, see ibid., 215-229.
41 Mahanarayapa Upanisad 10.6, 10.
442 See Ramanuja, Gitabhasya 18.1, 285.
443 Meghanadarisiiri, Mumuksizpayasamgraha, 36-37: “vedantavijianasuniscitarthah sanyasayogad yatayas
suddhasat[t]va[k] | te brahmaloke tu parantakale para mytat parimucyanti sarve ||~ izyadina tatpratites.
vedantavijaanasuniscitarthah sarirakamimamsayanuszhuniscitasangopanisatpradhanarthan, [...]
ayam arthak vedantair niscitaparamatmadisvaripds [corr., “as’’] tatprapattijiananisthaya
prarabdhakarmahetusariravasane brahma prapyasvasvaripam prapnuvanti ity arthas, athava brahmaloke
sanyasayogad iti sambandha#, brahmavisayaprapattijiianad ity arthak. For Mundaka Upanisad 3.2.6, see
Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, 452-453.
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Although Meghanadarisiiri does not deny the authority of the Pancaratra Sambhitas, he
does not regard them as highly as Vatsya Varadaguru, especially in the context of the nature of
self-surrender and its auxiliaries. It could be the case that Meghanadarisari prefers the
Upanisads which are more authoritative than the Paficaratra corpus within Ramanuja’s system.
Throughout the Mumuksazpayasamgraha, we only find the passages that communicate the six-
fold taking refuge from Laksmitantra 17.75 and the functional excellence of self-surrender from
Ahirbudhnyasamhita 36.33.4* In addition to the Upanisads, he also pays attention to itihasas,
especially the passages that the Prapannaparijata and the Parantarahasyam, already
mentioned, for example, Bhagavadgita 18.66 and Ramayapa 6.12.10.44°

So far, | have discussed the continuation of self-surrender in the Sanskrit sphere of
soteriology from Vatsya Varadaguru to Meghanadarisari. At the same time, | have highlighted
some of the differences found in the Mumuksipayasamgraha and the Prapannaparijata, of
which the most remarkable is the less significant role of the Pancaratra Samhitas. In what
follows, we will see that although Meghanadarisari attempts to move away from the
Manipravalam sphere, some discussions in the Mumuksupayasamgraha suggest that he was
aware of the Manipravalam discussions, including the use of the Tamil hymns to justify the
soteriological doctrine. Interestingly, the view that Meghanadaristri presents as a potential
opponent is parallel to Naficiyar’s defense of Tamil and the Tamil scripture in the introduction
to his Manipravalam commentary on the Tiruvaymo/i.**¢ The same defense is reiterated by

Periyavaccan Pillai in the introduction of his Manipravalam commentary.**” The reference

444 1bid., 15 and 43. See Laksmitantra, 58, and Ahirbudhnyasamhita, vol. 2, 370.
45 Meghanadarisiiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 18-19.

446 See section 1.4, for example.

47 Section 2.2.1.

185



shows that Meghanadarisari might have been aware of the Manipravalam discussion and felt
the threat from the Manipravalam literature.

Although Meghanadarisiiri acknowledges the Alvars’ Tamil hymns as one of the norms,
he rejects the argument proposed by a potential opponent that they have authority regarding the
soteriology of bhakti and self-surrender. He then explains that the Tamil hymns cannot give
sudras any soteriological knowledge even if sadras have access to it. Rhetorically,
Meghanadarisri points out that if the Tamil scripture can provide knowledge of self-surrender,
then it might as well teach bhakti, which has the same Upanisadic status as self-surrender. The
implication here is that since bhakti and self-surrender are Upanisadic means, their only source
of knowledge are the Upanisads. Thus, the Tamil hymns and other authorities cannot give
anyone the soteriological knowledge needed for the undertaking of bhakti and self-surrender
and thus should not be considered an authority in this regard. Given this is the case, sizdras and
those who are not the twice-born have no means to attain liberation since they cannot access
any soteriological knowledge from the Upanisads.

Nevertheless, Meghanadaristiri does not deny the notion that Nammalvar, the author of
the Tiruvaymoli, had the soteriological knowledge and performed self-surrender to attain
liberation even as a sidra. Accepting this view causes a contradiction in his system of self-
surrender as it gives in to the assumption that those who are not twice-born, including the sizdras
such as Nammalvar, can perform self-surrender. To resolve the contradiction, Meghanadarisiri
clarifies that Nammalvar was an exception. He was able to perform self-surrender because he
was a twice-born in his previous life and attained the knowledge to follow self-surrender during
his past birth. The point is that Nammalvar did not and could not have access to the

soteriological knowledge as a sizdra, but he managed to perform self-surrender in this life as
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Nammalvar due to the knowledge from his previous birth. Thus, one cannot use the exceptional
case of Nammalvar to defend the idea that sizdras have access to the required knowledge and
can perform self-surrender to attain liberation. Such inclusion of sizdras would also contradict

the exclusion established by Ramanuja in the case of bhakti:

To object [the argument on the ineligibility of sidras to attain liberation
by any Upanisadic means], [one could say that] a sidra should have eligibility
since the nature the soul and the Supreme Soul can be taught through worldly
statements without the uttering of the Vedic syllables; the teaching by other than
[scriptural] statements is not prohibited; the meanings of the Vedas [or the
Upanisads] can be heard in the hymns in Tamil and other [languages]; it is well
known that the one who is in the fourth caste [namely Nammalvar] is the author
of most of these hymns; and it is well known that these authors are established
in meditation and the mental self-surrender. Therefore, even a $udra has
eligibility.

That is not the case since it is already said that if they were to have
eligibility for the means stated in the Upanisads, there would be the contradiction
with the section on the exclusion of sidras. Also, if there were the teaching of
the means in another language, then it should be the same for bhakti. It is stated
in the Sribhasya that there is no eligibility for the means due to the absence of
Vedic study. Self-surrender is also a means prescribed in the Upanisads and it is
only called with a different name since it has a different practice.

The fact that [self-surrender] is the meaning of the Upanisads will be
stated later. People like Nammalvar who surrender to God have possessed the
knowledge since birth and they do not get the knowledge in this life. However,
regular people cannot follow what is done by those who have knowledge since
birth. In the same way, given that Gajendra can take refuge with God, it does not
mean that other elephants will have the capability to do so. It is not the case that
the scripture is directly intent on the eligibility of all regarding the mental self-
surrender.448

448 Meghanadarisiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 17-18: nanu vedaksaranuccaranena laukikavakyad
atmaparamatmadeh svaripopadesad vakyantarepa upadese canisedhat, dravidadigadhdasu ca
veda(nta)rthasyaiva sriyamapatvat, gathanaii ca prayena turiyavarnakrtatvaprasiddhef, tatkartynam ca
dhyanaprapattijiananisthatvasya prasiddhes ca sudrasya apy adhikara iti.

maivam vedantoditavidayasu tesam adhikare ‘pasiadradhikarapavirodha ity uktatvat, bhasantarena
vidyopadese tadanusthane py avirodhabhidhanasya bhaktav api samatvat, bhasye hi vedad adhyayanabhavan
na vidyasv adhikara ity uktam, prapattir api vedantoditavidyaiva, anusthanabhedat tu, prthagavyavahara.

vedantarthatvam ca uttaratra vaksyate, srimadvakulabhiramadayas tu ajanasiddhajiiana bhagavantam
prapannah, na tu tajjanmany eva upalabdhajianah, ajanasiddhakytam prakrto janonanuvartitum ksamag, na hi
gajendras tiryaktve 'pi bhagavantam prapanna ititaragajanam tatsamarthyam, na ca syrigagrahikaya
prapattijiianasya sarvadhikaraparam sastram.
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As we can see, Meghanadarisari limits the source of soteriological knowledge to the Vedantic
Sanskrit scripture, especially the Upanisads, despite his acknowledgment of the Tamil scripture
and the important figure Nammalvar. He regards Ramanuja and his exclusion of those who are
not twice-born as one of the essential components of the soteriology and thus preserves self-
surrender for people from the three higher castes. His argument leaves no possibility for those
who are not eligible for Vedic study, such as sidras, since even the Alvars’ Tamil hymns cannot
substitute for Vedic study nor provide the soteriological knowledge for these people. The
expansion of the Manipravalam sphere along with the influence of the Tamil scripture and the
soteriological inclusion of the sizdras around that time might have driven Meghanadarisiiri to

draw a strict line between the Sanskrit and Manipravalam spheres of soteriology.

3.3.2 Meghanadarisiri on Self-surrender in Ramanuja’s Works

In this section, | demonstrate that Meghanadarisari defends the notion that Ramanuja himself
taught self-surrender as an independent soteriological doctrine in various works, namely his
Gitabhasya, Gadyatraya, and even JSribhdsya. In the opening verse of the
Mumuksapayasamgraha, Meghanadarisari identifies himself as Ramanuja’s follower and
places himself within Ramanuja’s lineage to justify himself and his composition. The verse also
reiterates the notion that Ramanuja is the ultimate authority in the matters related to the
Srivaisnavas’ soteriology. It then makes known the fact that the Mumuksipayasamgraha
proposes two means to liberation, namely bhakti and self-surrender, according to the previous
acaryas, among which Ramanuja is the most authoritative one:

Having bowed down to Visnu, the one with Sri, Hayagriva, Hanuman,
[all] whose senses have been conquered, and Ramanuja as well as Nathamuni
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along with other acaryas,

Meghanadari of Atreya [family] composed the Mumuksizpayasasngraha
for those who wish to overcome the transmigration and desire to attain God.

Bhakti and self-surrender are elaborated as the means in the commentary
texts [such as the Sribhasya and the Gitabhasya of Ramanuja]. They should be
performed at all times with their auxiliaries once they are established by
reasoning.

Their forms are stated in short according to the view and the capability.
They are dealt with here for easy comprehension and in order to differentiate
between the two.

The texts of previous acaryas can be difficult for those who have simple
minds. Therefore, 1 compose this text so that those who desire to know [the
means] can easily understand [them] according to the Vedic scriptures.*4°

Meghanadarisuri then addresses the two interpretations that Ramanuja gave for
Bhagavadgita 18.66 in his Bhagavadgitabhasya, proposing that Ramanuja’s first interpretation
is about independent self-surrender, and the second interpretation presents self-surrender as an
expiation which is an auxiliary to bhakti. It is important to note that he seems to be the first to
touch on this issue. Interestingly, Vedantadesika claims the reverse of Meghanadarisiri’s
understanding as we will see in Chapter 4.

According to Meghanadarisari, in the first interpretation, Ramanuja understands
Bhagavadgita 18.66 as expressing the abandonment of the three yogas and their results. The
abandonment indicates that another means is required, and Ramanuja must have proposed self-
surrender as an alternative.* It is also wrong to say that Ramanuja only indicates the

undertaking of bhakti with self-surrender as its auxiliary without the expected result since he

449 |bid., 1:

srisakham vajivadanam arijaneyam jitendriyam | ramanujaryanatharyau pragamyanyan garan api ||
atreyameghanadarir mumuksapayasangraham | samsaravijigisunam bhagavatpraptikariksinam ||
bhaktiprapatti bhasyadau upayatvena vistrte | anustheye sada sarnge tayos tu nyayasiddhayo# ||

yathamati yathasakti samksepad riapam ucyate | u(yu)kte vivekasamsiddhyai sugrahatvaya ceha te ||
piarvacaryaprabandhanam durgrahatvadamedhasam | karomi sukhabodhaya vivitsinam yathasrutam ||

450 Carman agrees with Meghanadarisiiri’s argument that Ramanuja’s first interpretation not the second one is
integral to the later development of independent self-surrender (The Theology of Ramanuja, 216).
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indeed prescribes the abandonment of actions along with their results in his interpretation.
Moreover, if the first interpretation only points to the abandonment of the results of actions,
there would be a repetition of such abandonment that is already mentioned in other
Bhagavadgita passages in Chapter 18.%! Finally, Ramanuja’s first interpretation should not
refer to self-surrender as an auxiliary of bhakti since it would repeat what Ramanuja states in

the second interpretation:

Thus, given that self-surrender is an Upanisadic means, it is established that
conduct according to castes and stages of life is an auxiliary. Thus, there is the
statement that karmayoga and so on are subordinate to self-surrender in the first
interpretation in [Ramanuja’s] commentary on Bhagavadgita 18.66 and it is
already stated that the first interpretation is about self-surrender as an
independent means to liberation. Otherwise, there would be the undesirable
consequence of redundancy and a disconnection between what was said earlier
and later in [the Gitabhasya]. Contemplation of the path of light [discussed by
Ramanuja in Sribhdasya 3.1.1]4%2 and other actions are established as what is to
be done as subordinate to bhakti since there is an absence of the establishment
of the result in the form of the attainment of God without contemplation of the
path of light, and there is the understanding of non-rebirth by the statements like
“by one [path], one reaches non-rebirth” [Bhagavadgita 8.26]. Therefore, the
statement [of the Dvaya] beginning with “[I surrender] at the two feet of
Narayana with Sri” is intended to reveal the nature of self-surrender as
established in the Upanisads.*>?

Meghanadarisari then assumes that Ramanuja’s second interpretation communicates bhakti as

451 See Meghanadarisari, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 30-31. To summarize, Meghanadarisiiri mentions that
Bhagavadgita 18.2 is about the abandonment of results and Bhagavadgita 18.4 refers to the nature of
abandonment. Then, Bhagavadgita 18.11 states the abandonment of actions that are subordinate to bhakti. All of
these Bhagavadgita passages culminate in Bhagavadgita 18.66 which is about giving up bhakti and its result for
the performance of self-surrender in place of bhakti.

452 See Ramanuja’s Sribhasya, 619-625.

453 Meghanadarisiiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 41-42: evam vidyatve varnasramacarader angata ca siddha, ata
eva hy uttamaslokabhasye pirvayojanayam karmayogade/ prapattyasngatayoktiz, piarvayojana ca prapattes
svatantryan moksopayaparety uktam, anyatha punaruktiprasangal, piarvaparasangatiprasangas caivam ca
prapattyarigataya gaticintader api kartavyata siddhg, gaticintavyatirekepa
bhagavatpraptisvaripaphalasiddhyabhavat, ekayayatyanavrttim ityadinag gatasya anavrttipratites ca evam
vedantasiddhaprapattisvarizpadyotanaparam srimannarayanacaranav ityadivakyam.
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the means to liberation. He also indicates that bhakti, which is enjoined in this case, cannot be
combined with another independent means such as self-surrender based on the principle: “In
the proximity of something that has a result, it is an auxiliary of that” [Sabara on Mimamsasitra
4.4.34].%% Given that this is the case, self-surrender in the second interpretation should indicate
self-surrender that is an auxiliary to bhakti and has the form of expiation.*%®

In addition to the Bhagavadgitabhasya, Meghanadarisari defends the notion that
Ramanuja taught soteriological self-surrender in his Gadyatraya. He focuses on the
Vaikunthagadya instead of the Saranagatigadya which is the longest section and the one to
which other authors have paid the most attention. To support that Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya
prescribes self-surrender and not bhakti as the means to liberation, Meghanadarisari claims that
the service mentioned in the Vaikunrhagadya refers to the attainment of God or liberation.4%
The implication is that the whole Gadyatraya first makes known the performance of self-
surrender presumably in the first two gadyas, before communicating the service, which is its
result in the Vaikunrhagadya:

One should not object that it is not said that [self-surrender] is a separate means

in the [Bhagavadgita]bhdasya. It is not said so since this will be known from the

teaching alone. Also, it is stated [to be a separate means] in just the manner

explained by the [Bhagavadgita]bhasya in texts like the Gadyatraya which are
devoted to the independent means, for example, “Having accepted God,

454 Sabarabhdsya 4.4.34 in Mimamsadarsanam, vol. 4, 1283.

455 Meghanadaristri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 35: “When we hear that both of them [bhakti and self-surrender]
are independent means, it is impossible to combine them. Bhakti which has a form similar to direct perception
[of God] and is heard of as having a result according to the principle, “The act which is in the proximity of the
act with result is an auxiliary of that,” [Sabara on Mimamsasitra 4.4.34] is taught as the means to liberation. In
the first interpretation [of Ramanuja’s commentary of Bhagavadgita 18.66], the cause of the sorrow is the
thought of his own non-accomplishment of the goal which is God due to the incapability of the performance of
this sort of means. On the other hand, it is evident in the second interpretation.” (nirapeksasadhanataya
srityamanayor ekaprakaraprakaranpe sravape samuccayanupapatte/, phalavatsannidhau aphalam tadasigam iti
nyayat phalavattaya sriyamanasaksaddarsanasamanakarabhakter eva moksasadhanatayopadesat
tadrsopayanusthanasakteh svasya bhagavatpraptyasiddhidhizz sokanimittam parvayojanayam, uttarayojanayam
tu spaszam).

4% For the Vaikunthagadya passage, see Ramanuja, Gadyatraya, 189.
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Narayana, as the Master, Teacher, and Friend and having exclusive and total
desire of the complete and intimate service at the paired feet to God, he thinks
that there is no other means for the attainment of that even in thousands of
millions of ages except self-surrender to the pair feet of God” [Vaikunzhagadyal.
It should not be stated also that self-surrender is not the means to liberation since
exclusive servitude [mentioned in the Gadyatraya] is precisely the result of the
attainment of God. There is no attainment of the exclusive servitude in
transmigration but only in liberation.*’

Meghanadarisari also takes into account the fact that Ramanuja is silent about self-
surrender, either as an auxiliary to bhakti or as an independent means to liberation in the
Sribhasya. He explains that the performance of self-surrender is implicitly included in the
context in the section on the collection of God’s qualities (gura-upasamhara) in the Sribhasya
3.3.5 in which Ramanuja talks about the supreme nature of God and other means to liberation. 4%
Self-surrender is not mentioned explicitly in this context merely because it does not need to be
discussed separately from these other means, as Meghanadarisiri explains. In my opinion,
Ramanuja does not deal with self-surrender here as he does in the case of other independent
means because it is not a separate means yet, making it irrelevant when he argues for
independent means. According to the account of previous acaryas, Meghanadarisiri adds,
Ramanuja originally discussed self-surrender independently in the section on the collection of

God’s qualities before erasing it due to the concern that self-surrender should be preserved as a

47 Meghanadarisiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 29-30: na ca bhasye prthagupdyo ’yam iti noktir iti vacyam,
upadesamatrad eva jiiasyata iti tathanukte/, gadyadisu svatantropayaparesu bhasyoktaprakriyayaiva
upanyastatvac ca, bhagavantam narayapam svamitvena gurutvena suhrttvena ca
parigrhyaikantikatyantikatatpadambujadvayaparicaryaikamanorathas tatpraptaye ca
tatpadambujadvayaprapatter anyan na me kalpakorisahasrera api sadhanam asti iti manvana ityadau hi tatha
pratiyate nirapeksopayata ca, na ca atra bhagavatpraptyanabhidhanan na moksasadhanatvam iti vacyam,
atyantikakainkaryasyaiva bhagavatpraptiphalatvat. na hi samsaradasayam atyantikakainkaryasiddhifz. moksa
eva hi tatsiddhi/, paramjyotir upasampadya svena rizpepa abhinispadyate iti hi sruti,
bhagavacchesataikarasatvam eva hi jivasvaripam, tadavirbhave ca tadanugurnakairnkaryam eva phalam,
kairikaryabhave ca na svaripalabha#, krte hi dasakrtye tu dasanam krtakrtyata | akrte dasakrtye tu dasyam eva
na sidhyati, iti hi parvair uktam, atas kaisikaryabhagavatpraptyanyatarabhidhane ‘py anyatarasya arthasiddhir
iti bhasyadav anyatarokti, ato gadyadau svatantropayatvam sphuzam eva.

458 Sribhasya, 678.
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secret. Thus, Ramanuja composed other independent works devoted to the teaching of self-
surrender such as the Gadyatraya. To my knowledge, this argument is unique to
Meghanadarisiri. However, the ideas that the Sribhasya might be accessible by those who are
not the followers of Ramanuja and that self-surrender is an internal issue are not controversial
by Meghanadarisiiri’s time:*>°
[Opponent:] Why is [self-surrender] not stated in the section on the collection of
God’s qualities (Qura-upasamhara) [in the Sribhasya 3.3.5] [Proponent:] The
answer is that it is because there is neither collection nor non-collection of God’s
qualities, just as for other Upanisadic means and the nature of the one to be
surrendered to is known by the manner [already] stated in various Upanisadic
means. It is also not the case that the Supreme Self has a different nature as the
one to be surrendered to other than the nature stated in various Upanisadic
means. Having known the nature of the Supreme Self in many Upanisadic
means, one should perform either bhakti or self-surrender according to one’s
eligibility.460
It may be the case that Meghanadarisari feels the need to argue that Ramanuja discusses self-
surrender in the Sribhasya since self-surrender should be included as one among the many
Upanisadic means in this main text in which Ramanuja establishes his soteriological system. It
should be noted that the view that self-surrender is a secret—that it should be passed on and
circulated only within the community—can be found mainly in the Manipravalam literature on

self-surrender, especially the rahasyagranthas. This suggests that Meghanadarisari’s

Mumukszpayasamgraha might be in conversation with the Manipravalam sphere.

459 See section 1.3.

460 Meghanadarisiiri, Mumuksipayasamgraha, 41: nanu gunzopasamharapade kim iti tarhi na cintiteti, ucyate,
itaravidyasv iva gupopasamharanupasamharabhavat, prapadyasvaripasya tattadvidyoditaprakarena jiatatvac
ca iti. na hi tattadvidyoditasvarizpavyatirekepa paramatmanal prapadyasvaripam bhinnam,
tattadvidyoditaparasvarapam jiatva svadhikaranuguzam bhaktiprapattyor anyataranuszhanam kuryat.
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3.4 Summary

Despite the mutual contact between the two communities at Kaficipuram and Srirangam, Pillai
Lokacarya and Meghanadarisiri conformed to their norms and expressions in order to solidify
their respective linguistic spheres and address their own groups of audience, resulting in their
heterogeneous strands of self-surrender. Even if the two authors developed self-surrender in
two opposing directions, it is unlikely that they were explicitly arguing against each other, as
we have no evidence to suggest it. Also, they might argue against other authors who are not in
the picture here. I agree with Francis Clooney’s reflection based on his analysis of the debate
on caste issues between Vedantadesika and Pillai Lokacarya that their distinction can be
considered “a matter of communal and textual positioning and posturing, as the two branches
of the Srivaisnava community define their stances.”*®! It is also likely that their decisions to
strictly conform to the two spheres shapes their systems of self-surrender, one deeper into the
Sanskrit Vedantic world and the other diving into the devotionalism of the Tamil hymns. This
results in two strands of self-surrender that, in turn, reflect the normative limitation and
expressive boundaries in the two soteriological spheres.

It is important to note that the two spheres are certainly intertwined as we can see in the
Mumukszpayasamgraha, most evidently, where Meghanadarisari referred to the authority of
the Tamil scripture and some of the discussions found in the Manipravalam literature. The
interconnected nature could be one of the factors that drives Meghanadarisari to re-border the
Sanskrit sphere through the consolidation of Ramanuja’s bhakti and the Upanisads, whose
validity could be threatened by the Tamil sources and language. This consolidation manifests

in the equation between bhakti and self-surrender, the exclusion of sizdras, and the rejection of

461 Clooney, “Fierce Words,” 404.
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the Tamil authority and the role of the three secrets in soteriology. Another possible factor may
be his intention to convince other authors who focus on the Sanskrit heritage that self-surrender
is another valid soteriological means. This might explain why his argument extends to the
exclusion of sizdras, which would not have been practical given the diversity of the Srivaisnava
community around that time. One could also view the Mumuksipayasamgraha as an
intellectual and scholastic endeavor to establish the legitimacy of self-surrender without
addressing the community and its praxis.

On the other hand, Pillai Lokacarya moved self-surrender away from the Sanskrit
sphere. In the Mumuksupati, he prioritized the Tamil scripture over the Sanskrit authority whose
role is reduced. The preference of the Tamil scriptures marks a significant transformation in
authoritative usage from the time of Periyavaccan Pillai to Pillai Lokacarya. Pillai Lokacarya’s
high regard for the Tamil scripture leads to his emphasis on the narratives of the Alvars’
soteriological journeys and their exemplary practices. To undertake self-surrender is to follow
the predecessors. His view brings self-surrender closer to the community because it does not,
in theory, have to be mediated by the Sanskrit scripture which is distant and not engaged as
much in the actual practices. Moreover, the Tamil hymns are pregnant with the devotional
attitude that stresses the soul’s subservience as well as God’s power and compassion. With this
attitude, Pillai Lokacarya drove his system of self-surrender in the opposite direction to that of
Meghanadarisari. According to Pillai Lokacarya, the essence of self-surrender lies in this
relationship between the soul and God, and the same hierarchical relationship should be adopted
in the real world among the Srivaisnavas as well.

As we will see in the next chapter, Vedantadesika felt the need to reconcile the

contradiction and devoted two treatises in both Sanskrit and Manipravalam to harmonize the
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different forms of self-surrender and bridge the norms and modes of expression in the two

spheres.
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CHAPTER 4
DISTILLATION

The previous chapters have shown the division between one group of the Srivaisnava
authors who mainly used Manipravalam as their medium and the others who did not include
Manipravalam along with the Tamil scripture in the intellectual scenario despite the fact that
both groups obviously followed Ramanuja. Chapters 2 and 3 further indicate the plurality of
self-surrender in the Sanskrit and Manipravalam treatises due to the dynamic interactions
between the norms and expressions of different languages. Among the authors investigated in
this dissertation, Vedantadesika is an excellent example of how the agent can exercise agency
and creativity while working in and beyond each linguistic domain that dictates authorial
production.

Unlike previous authors who composed treatises in either Sanskrit or Manipravalam,
Vedantadesika or Venkatanatha (c. 1268-1369) was the first to write treatises on self-surrender
in both languages, of which the most significant ones are the Sanskrit Nikseparaksa and the
Manipravalam Rahasyatrayasaram. He also stands out among the authors in this dissertation
due to his large corpus that ranges from philosophical treatises to poetry, in various languages,
namely Sanskrit, Manipravalam, Tamil, and Prakrit.%62 In the Srivaisnava scholarship,
Vedantadesika is famous for his intellectual and philosophical contribution, and he is known as
arguably the most influential post-Ramanuja philosopher of Visistadvaita Vedanta. For the
present tradition, he was retrospectively regarded as the founder of the sub-tradition, the

Vatakalai, and a faithful follower of Ramanuja. | understand that VVedantadesika’s uniqueness

462 For other aspects of Vedantadesika, see Hopkins, Singing the Body of God, and “Vedantadesika” in Brill's
Encyclopedia of Hinduism Online.
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is partly tied up with social-institutional and intellectual pressures that are largely absent in the
contexts of our previous authors but at play in the case of Vedantadesika.

The picture of Vedantadesika as an important figure is painted mainly through his own
compositions as well as the poems devoted to him. According to Hopkins, there are also some
panegyrics, chronicles, and inscriptions in Srirangam that provide some information on
Vedantadesika.*®® These materials harmoniously point to Vedantadesika’s mastery of different
intellectual and philosophical systems and poetry (“master of all systems”
sarvatantrasvatantra, and “the lion among poets and logicians” kavitarkikasinha).*¢* In
particular, the hagiographies narrate his miraculous qualities, from his birth as an incarnation
of the sacred bell at Tirupati temple in Kancipuram to his secret study with Garuda, Visnu’s
vehicle, and from Visnu’s form of the horse-headed Hayagriva in Tiruvahindrapuram to his
ability to heal an entire village affected by a plague. These narratives highlight his victory in
various debates with acaryas from Srirangam, during his pilgrimage to the north, and his
leading positions in both Kaficipuram and Srirangam. This is mainly the story of this early and
middle years. During his later years, the hagiographies focus on the Muslim attack and the
dramatic moment when, during the attack, Vedantadesika had to hide under a pile of corpses
before fleeing to Mysore with manuscripts of his own works and others. Vedantadesika was
credited with the restoration of the community at Srirangam and the production of a multilingual
corpus until the end of his life.46°

Due to the absence of more historical evidence, it is difficult to verify the validity of

these stories. For example, an incarnation of the bell sounds more allegorical, while the Muslim

463 “yedantadesika,” 462.
464 1bid., 464.
485 1bid.
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invasion could have a historical basis. However, through the stories, we can extract some views
on Vedantadesika, especially in regard to his leading role in both locations, the variety of social
and intellectual environments he was exposed to since his childhood, his great contribution to
the Srivaisnava philosophical and literary scene, and his attention to different languages.
Moreover, the story of his debates implies the contentious religious and social milieu outside.*6®

Hopkins defines Vedantadesika’s entire multilingual corpus as presenting “different
facets of one all-embracing theology, [reaching] a certain extreme of textual polyphony.”
Hopkins elaborates, “his Tamil poetry and prose are marked with the presence of Sanskrit, and,
most important for Indian studies, his Sanskrit as well is saturated with Tamil literary
conventions and idealized local landscapes, transparent to sociocultural-and geocultural-
aesthetic domains that I call more generally a South Indian, mostly Tamil, imaginary” 45’

In Sanskrit, Vedantadesika composed philosophical works that present his mastery in
various philosophical systems, for example, Nyaya in the Nyayasiddhasijana and
Nyayaparisuddhi, Mimamsa in the Sesvaramimamsa, Advaita Vedanta in the Satadisanz, and
Visistadvaita Vedanta in the Tattvamuktakalapa along with its auto-commentary titled
Sarvarthasiddhi and the Adhikararasaravali, the summary of the Brahmasitra. These works
reflect Vedantadesika as a brahmin elite who participated in philosophical debates with other
communities in order to defend the superiority of Ramanuja’s philosophy. Vedantadesika
engaged with the ritual scripture and practices based on the Pancaratra Sambhitas in his

Pancaratraraksa and Saccaritaraksa. He also composed some Sanskrit commentaries on the

Sanskrit works of Yamuna and Ramanuja, such as Yamuna’s Stotraratna, Ramanuja’s

466 The contentious nature of ghis era is supported by Appadurai, Worship and Conflict under Colonial Rule, 83—
101, and Rao, History of the Srirangam Temple, 88-105.
467 Hopkins, “Vedantadesika,” 468.

199



Bhagavadgitabhasya (the Tatparyacandrika), and Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya. These
commentaries are crucial to the reconstruction of the history of self-surrender as they show
Vedantdesika’s attempt to read these works as literature of self-surrender in order to validate
this doctrine. Vedantadesika’s Sanskrit non-prose corpus is comprised of both praise-poems
(stotras), a great poem (mahakavya, namely the Yadavabhyudaya), a messenger-poem (the
Hamsasandesa), a play (the Samkalpasuryodaya), and other theological summaries such as the
Saranagatidipika and the Dramidopanisat Tatparyaratnavalz. In his article, “The Philosopher
as Poet — A Study of Vedantadesika’s ‘Dehalisastuti,” Freidhelm Hardy paved the way for a
study of Vedantadesika’s poetry, arguing that “Vedantadesika is clearly aiming at a spiritual
synthesis of a great many different traditions in the South Indian cultural heritage.”*¢® Despite
the attention to self-surrender in his other works, Vedantadesika presented his system of self-
surrender most intricately in the Nikseparaksa which is my focus.

Vedantadesika’s works in Tamil are only in poetic form. According to Hopkins, his
Tamil poetry mainly promotes Tamil devotionalism of the Alvars and strengthen the Tamil
stream of the community.*¢° In addition to expressing the Alvars’ emotionalism, some of his
Tamil poems contain the Srivaisnavas’ theological illustration, especially on self-surrender, for
example the Araikkalappattu and the Tirucciznamalai.*’® Apart from the Sanskrit and Tamil
verses, Vedantadesika composed one praise-poem devoted to Lord Devanayaka in southern

literary Prakrit, Maharastr, presumably to attract pan-regional audiences.*’*

468 Hardy, “The Philosopher as Poet,” 315.

469 Hopkins, Singing the Body of God.

470 Ibid., 83. Hopkins also states that “though he [Vedantadesika] seems capable of writing a simple, luminous
Tamil verse in the style of Nammalvar’s tirumo/is and viruttams, he is also, as his tradition claims, the earliest of
Vaisnava writers to use the Tamil language to articulate religious doctrines in a purely technical style more
natural to Sanskrit” (ibid.).

471 1bid., 215-231.
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His Manipravalam compositions largely consist of short rahasyagranthas that focus on
theology of self-surrender and the three secrets such as the Rahasyapadavi, the
Rahasyaratnavali, the Rahasyatrayaculakam, the Tattvasandesam, and the
Sampradayaparisuddhi, collectively published today under the title “Cillarai Rahasyarika/.”*"?
His two longer works are the Paramatabhasgam, where he establishes the superiority of
Ramanuja’s philosophy over other intellectual and philosophical systems,*’® and the
Rahasyatrayasaram, his most important contribution that aims at harmonizing and synthesizing
the views on self-surrender.

For self-surrender specifically, Vedantadesika’s attempt to purify and harmonize the
normative and expressive discrepancies can also be understood based on the institutional and
intellectual contexts which are largely absent in the previous authors’ environment. As a leader,
he further intended to raise the notion of “the Srivaisnava tradition”—the inclusive community
who follows Ramanuja and shares the belief of self-surrender.#’* Young’s analysis of the
inscriptions in Tamilnadu from the eleventh to the twelfth century, for example, those during
the reigns of Rajendra I, Rajadhiraja I, and Vira Rajendra, also suggests the internal social
fluctuation at this time as a result of different bodies of Vaisnavas entering into the community
such as the bhayrars. Young states:

We do not know what kind of Brahmanas these bhagrars were. But we do know

that, by the fourteenth century, the bhagars were taking over from the

srivaispavas in temple management. And we do know that conservatism was

simultaneously affecting Srivaisnavism; visible in works by Vedantadesika, and
the provoking reactions by Manavalamamuni™*’®

472 See the 1990 edition, for example.

473 \Jenkatachari, The Manipravala Literature of the Srivaisnava Acaryas, 146-148.
474 See section 5.3.

475 Young, “Brahmanas, Paficaratrins, and the Formation of Srivaisnavism,” 255.
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According to the inscriptional evidence, the social and power impact of new members of the
community with “[i]ncreasing hierarchy and competition over temple honours and rights” along
with the establishment of the Paficaratrins in Vaisnava temples.4’® Moreover, the Srivaisnava
marhas which were loosely developed since the twelfth century seem to have been more
administratively structured around the fourteenth century based on the epigraphical and
hagiographical evidence.*’” The unified theology could also possibly sharpen the self-
understanding of the Srivaisnavas and accommodate the diverse and changing bodies of
followers. It should be noted that given the complex nature of his arguments, they seem to be
largely related to polemics and theological debates rather than actual practices. Importantly,
they should be understood as intra-Srivaisnava discussions as there were no external pressures
who actively attacked the doctrine of self-surrender at this time, to my knowledge. Finally,
Vedantadesika’s involvement with the acaryas in both locations might have also motivated him
to compose works, especially treatises on self-surrender, in more than one language in order to
engage with both communities. Satyavrata Singh suggests that Vedantadesika might have
composed some of his immense works, such as the Rahasyatrayasaram and his Sanskrit
commentaries on the works of Yamuna and Ramanuja, during the last period of his life in
Srirangam, while the Nikseparaksa was composed during his residence in Kaficipuram.*’® This

later corpus could have resulted from his revitalizing project as the head of Srirangam after its

476 Ibid., 261: “By the fourteenth century, however, the status quo might have been disturbed by the arrival of
another Brahmanical group (or several), generally known as bhagrars, who pulled rank as more orthodox.
Increasing hierarchy and competition over temple honours and rights explain the rise of charter myths in the
fourteenth- and fifteenth-century hagiographies, which legitimated families or groups by association with early
Acaryas. In the Kayil-oluku, the Sribhagavata nampis legitimated their temple role as priests by association with
Ramanuja. With this development, the Paficaratrins must have become more firmly established in many
Vaisnava temples of Tamilnadu.”

477 Dutta, From Hagiographies to Biographies, 93-94.

478 Singh, Vedanta Desika, Chapter 2, for the potential chronology of Vedantadesika’s works.
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sacking. Through both languages, Vedantadesika created some new ways of defining self-
surrender. As we have already seen, language spheres shape the authors’ linguistic choices, but
the authors have agency to participate and operate in each language sphere.

| analyze the Nikseparaksa in this chapter. | propose that VVedantadesika’s decision to
compose this work in Sanskrit suggests his attempt to show that the soteriological status of self-
surrender can be validated through the Sanskrit norms alone and to resolve any discrepancies
in the Sanskrit expressions of self-surrender. Put differently, in the Nikseparaksa,
Vedantadesika claims that self-surrender, as presented by him, belongs in the Sanskrit sphere
and is homogeneously accepted by the Srivaisnavas, of which Ramanuja is the supreme figure
and Vedantic scriptures are the scriptural norms. His claim indicates that there is also self-
surrender in the Sanskrit discussions and not only in Manipravalam. In the conclusion of the
Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika himself declares that this work participates in the project of
revealing the secret of self-surrender as follows:

Good people ought to forgive [me, Vedantadesika,] as the Lord forgives

[me] merely through the special love which is His power [even if] the secret that

should be concealed is revealed [by me], and there is a mistake either little or

areet Having refuted the muttering of those who travel away from the

enjoyment of worshiping the acaryas’ feet, I, Venkatesa, by the traditional way,

uncovers the supreme meaning that is the treasure of self-surrender (nyasavidya)
hidden in the mountain of the Vedas.*"

This project is in fact shared by the Manipravalam rahasyagranthas like those of

479 \Jedantadesika, Nikseparaksa (Kaijivaram: Srimadvedantadesikagranthamala, 1941), 40:
vivrtam iha rahasyam yan maya gopanivam skhalitam api yadisad bhiiyasd va tad etat |
nijamahimavisesapremamatrena nathah ksamata iti vicintya ksantum arhanti santaz ||
gurucaranasaparydasvadavaidesikanam pralapitam avadhiiya praktanenadhvanaiva |
vyavrnuta paramartham venkatesah prajanam nigamagirinigiidham nyasavidyanidhanam ||
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Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai Lokacarya. However, due to the limitation of the Sanskrit sphere,
the Nikseparaksa does not show an explicit connection with the Manipravalam discussions on
self-surrender or the Tamil scripture. According to his verse, the Nikseparaksa is meant to
validate self-surrender as another Vedanta doctrine like bhakti on the ground of the Sanskrit
sphere following Ramanuja’s norms and expressions in soteriology. Importantly, his reference
to those whose views deviate from the teaching indicates that there are internal discrepancies
regarding self-surrender within the community, presumably those we have seen in the Sanskrit
treatises of Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisari. Importantly, the issues raised by
Vedantadesika in the Nikseparaksa present a distillation of the more elaborate discussions and
debates on self-surrender in the previous and contemporaneous Manipravalam literature. One
could also argue that the Sanskrit soteriology presented here is simply a distillation of what the
Manipravalam sphere contains.

Another goal of the Nikseparaksa is to propose that a Vedantic injunction for
soteriological self-surrender can be found in Bhagavadgita 18.66: “Having abandoned all
dharma, come to Me alone as refuge. | will free you from all sins. Do not grieve.”*® In the
conclusion, Vedantadesika claims that self-surrender in the Nikseparaksa should be directed to
those who are from the three higher castes like Arjuna since it is enjoined by Bhagavadgita
18.66 and not for other people such as sizdras or women:

People say that there is the injunction of self-surrender (saranagati) as the means

to attain liberation for women and sizdras who are not eligible for dharmas. They
[, the people who say that,] have been previously largely rejected. As they [i.e.,

480 \/edantadesika mentions the Caramasloka in many places in the Nikseparaksa and highlights its importance
by concluding this text with his own summary of the Caramasloka (40): “This is the condensation of the
Caramasloka: |1 am the means for the person who would grieve because the means to what that person desires
(liberation) is very difficult.” (suduskarera soced yo yena yena istahetuna | sa sa tasyaham eveti
caramaslokasamgrahab ||).
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sudras and women] lack the attainment [of the eligibility to perform dharmas],

it does not make sense to deny [their eligibility] on the view that [the

Caramasloka is] the injunction to abandon [the dharmas]. The statement cannot

operate with reference to Arjuna, [if it refers to women and sadras], since it

would be irrelevant. Arjuna is not a woman or a sizdra. Thus, on the view that

[the Caramasloka is] a reiteration of the abandonment [of dharmas], [the

injunction] for those people is also rejected, and there is no proof that Arjuna is

not eligible to perform all of the dharmas [whether the Caramasloka is an

injunction or a reiteration of abandonment]. 8!

The final goal of the Nikseparaksa is to differentiate between those who are eligible to
perform bhakti and those who can undertake self-surrender as the means to liberation. The
differentiation supports the argument that both bhakti and self-surrender are equally useful and
preserves the authority of the scripture that enjoin these two means.

In what follows, | will chart these arguments in detail. In the first section, | look into
Vedantadesika’s conformity to the Sanskrit sphere through his use of the Sanskrit scriptures,
hermeneutical methods, and the authority of Ramanuja in defending self-surrender like Vatsya
Varadaguru and Meghanadarisiiri. In the second section, | argue that self-surrender in the
Nikseparaksa shares some similar features with the strands found in the Prapannaparijata and
Mumuksipayasamgraha as they all model on Ramanuja’s system of bhakti. Moreover, we see
Vedantadesika’s attempt to differentiate his system of self-surrender from the strands of self-
surrender argued by the Manipravalam authors. Although Vedantadesika maintains that self-
surrender is a valid means that is separate from bhakti in the Nikseparaksa, he does not advance

the view that self-surrender is the only possible means. His attention to the equivalence between

bhakti and self-surrender in the Nikseparaksa places this work in the same linguistic domain of

481 |bid., 39: dharmanadhikaristrisadradikam uddisya moksopayataya Saranagatividhanam iti vadantas tu prag

eva nirastaprayah, tyagavidhipakse tesam praptyabhdavena pratisedhdyogat; arjunoddesena vacanapravrtter
asangatatvat | nasav arjunah stri, sudradir va | tatah etesu tyaganuvadapakso 'pi nirastah; na carjunasya
sarvadharmanadhikaritvam siddham.
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the treatises by Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisari.

4.1 The Sanskrit Sphere in the Nikseparaksa
Here, | explore the content of the Nikseparaksa to show the influence of the Prapannaparijata
on Vedantadesika’s work. Then, I analyze Vedantadesika’s use of Sanskrit scriptures to argue
that the Nikseparaksa participates in the Sanskrit sphere.

The Nikseparaksa is divided into nine sections with a brief introduction and conclusion.
Each section consists of two parts: the first part establishes the views of potential and sometimes
existing opponents.*®? The latter part argues against the opposing views and provides the
proponent’s response.*® In terms of the content, the Nikseparaksa shares the topics of the
nature, authority, and eligibility of self-surrender with the Prapannaparijata. Like Vatsya
Varadaguru, Vedantadesika pays attention to the nature of self-surrender, which he deals with
in the first section (svarzpa). The same topic is further elaborated on in the section on the
characteristics of self-surrender (laksana). Section 4 (vidhi), which defends scriptural
injunctions for self-surrender, is the most significant and serves as the foundation on which

Vedantadesika rests other arguments. In section 5 (nisedha), he then refutes the views that self-

482 The nine sections are as follows: 1) The absence of the nature of self-surrender (svaripa-anupapatti), 2) The
absence of its definition (laksarza-anupapatti), 3) The absence of its performance (anusthana-anupapatti), 4) The
absence of injunctions (vidhi-anupapatti), 5) The justification of prohibition of self-surrender (nhisedha-
samarthana), 6) The justification of oneness between bhakti and self-surrender (aikya-samarthana), 7) The
justification of incapability to perform self-surrender (asakti-samarthana), 8) The justification that self-surrender
is not well-known in scriptures (akhyati-samarthana), and 9) The justification that self-surrender is contradictory
to the teachings in the Srivaisnava tradition (sampradayavirodha-samarthana).

483 The proponent’s arguments: 1) The justification of the nature of self-surrender (svaripa-samarthana), 2) The
justification of its definition (laksapa-samarthana), 3) The justification of its performance (anusthana-
samarthana), 4) The justification of injunctions (vidhi-samarthana), 5) The rejection of prohibition (nisedha-
bharnga), 6) The rejection of oneness between bhakti and self-surrender (aikya-bhanga), 7) The rejection of
incapability (asakti-bhasnga), 8) The rejection that self-surrender is not well-known in scriptures (akhyati-
bharga), 9) The rejection that self-surrender is contradictory to the teachings in the Srivaisnava tradition
(sampradayavirodha-bhanga). Note that instead of indicating the conduct, Vedantadesika devotes the third
section on the performance (anuszhana) to justify that self-surrender can be performed since it is enjoined by
various injunctions and performed by some characters in itihasas.

206



surrender cannot be performed. In section 6 (aikya), he argues against the unity between bhakti
and self-surrender. Vedantadesika affirms that some people can acquire the qualifications
required for the undertaking of self-surrender in section 7 (asakti). In section 8 (akhyati), he
rejects that self-surrender and its nature cannot be known through worldly means or scripture.
The final section (sampradaya-virodhana) shows that the tradition, led by Yamuna and
Ramanuja, considered self-surrender not only as an auxiliary to bhakti but also as another
soteriological doctrine. Moreover, self-surrender has been handed down and performed by
people as the means to liberation until now.

The Prapannaparijata’s influence on the Nikseparaksa is clear in many aspects, but
Vedantadesika does not mention Vatsya Varadaguru or the Prapannaparijata anywhere in his
text. Interestingly, the topics found in the Nikseparaksa point out that Vedantadesika focuses
on the intellectual debates even more than Vatsya Varadaguru and chooses to ignore the
performative or pragmatic aspect of self-surrender, which is one of the main concerns in the

Prapannaparijata.

4.1.1 The Sanskrit Norms

As stated previously, Vedantadesika’s discussion on the injunctions of self-surrender is to be
considered the most important one here. He rests the arguments in other sections on the
assumption that there are authoritative passages that enjoin independent self-surrender as the
means to liberation. Following that, Vedantadesika makes the case that self-surrender can be
defined and performed based on the sruti and smrti injunctions. Vedantadesika cites Vedic
passages, which Periyavaccan Pillai also refers to in the Parantarahasyam, namely

Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.18, “Who at first created the Brahman and delivered to him the
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Vedas,” and the passage from the Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1, “Thus, offering is said to be
superior to these austerities.”*8 For the Mahanarayana passage, Vedantadesika justifies it as
an injunction of self-surrender in a more elaborate manner than what we saw in the
Prapannaparijata, in which the passage is listed as one of the injunctions for self-surrender. He
explains that the passage can be understood as an injunction of self-surrender through the
support of Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.36, “But, among these austerities, offering is heard as being
the distinguished one.”*® The fact that the Mahanarayana Upanisad passage is mentioned in
the Ahirbudhnyasamhita passage, which is embedded in the context of self-surrender implies
that the Mahanarayana Upanisad passage also deals with the same topic on self-surrender even
if it does not explicitly enjoin self-surrender. Vedantadesika further affirms that there is no
contradiction between self-surrender in the sruti passage like the one from the Mahanarayana
Upanisad and the one in the Ahirbudhnyasamhita despite the different mantras used for self-
surrender in these scriptures, Vedic mantra in the Vedas and Tantric one in the Pancaratra
Samhitas. The potential contradiction can be prevented by dividing those eligible for the self-
surrender in the sruti with a Vedic mantra, such as the twice-born and the group of eligible
people to perform self-surrender with Tantric mantra, but not the Vedic mantra such as the

non-twice-born.486

484 For Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.18, see the full text and translation by Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, 432-433.
Mahanarayana Upanisad 24.1, 25: “tasman nyasam esam tapasam atiriktam ahu/.” For the passages and their
occurrence in the Parantarahasyam, see section 2.1.

485 Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.36, vol. 2, 371: tesam tu tapasam nyasam atiriktam tapaj srutam.

486 \Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksd, 29: “[...] there is no contradiction of reinforcing just that much [that the
Mahanarayana passage is about self-surrender], and there is possibility of division of mantra of self-surrender
conforming to the forms of God which are ornamented with this or that or different qualities forms, power, and
so on.” (/...] tavanmatropabrmhanasya avirodhat, tattadgunavigrahavibhityadiparikarmitabhagavadaka-
ranurapaprapadamantrabhedasyapy upapatteh). Also (ibid.), “offering conforming to their own eligibilities is
suitable by some people because of injunctions according to eligibility with respect to mantras both Vedic and
Tantric.” (evam vaidikatantrikamantresv api yathavidhanam adhikarat tair api kaiscit svadhikaranuripo nyaso
yaktah).
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Among all the smyti passages, Vedantadesika highlights Bhagavadgita 18.66, which
Vatsya Varadaguru also mentions as a smrti. In the first section, Vedantadesika emphasizes the
central role of the most controversial part in Bhagavadgita 18.66, “having abandoned all
dharmas.” He claims that the phrase should be regarded as the essence of all the scripture.
Furthermore, he criticizes the possible interpretation of this as the abandonment of dharmas,
which deviates from the actual practices of those who surrender and from previous acaryas:

The essence of the particular scriptural meaning explained in various scriptures

is, “having abandoned all dharmas.” As has been explained, the meaning of the

word “abandonment” (tyaga) is that there will be no opportunity for confusion

at any point for a person who rests on self-surrender of this sort. All meaning of

scripture is to be arranged by the performance of people who are educated as it

is remembered, “One should not perform even a dharmic thing if it does not lead

to heaven and hated by people” [Yajiyavalkyasmrti 6.156]. This confused

question [if one should abandon the dharmas or not] is made without

investigating the practice of those who establish in the dharma of self-surrender

and ancient acaryas.*’

Then, in the conclusion, he clarifies that the injunction in this Bhagavadgita passage is
directed toward Arjuna, who is the audience in the context of the Bhagavadgita, or other people
who are twice-born like Arjuna, not women or sizdras.*® However, his claim that self-surrender
is not only Vedic but also Tantric implies that those who are not twice-born like sizdras are also
eligible to perform self-surrender as the means to liberation. It may be the case that

Vedantadesika does not state the argument overtly since he is concerned with conforming to

the Sanskrit sphere of soteriology. We will deal with VVedantadesika’s interpretation of this

87 |bid., 24: evam nanavidhesu $astresu prapaficitasya Sastrarthavisesasya samKsepo ‘yam - sarvadharman
parityajyeti. itthambhitaprapattinisthasya na kvacid apy upaplavavakasa iti yathokta eva tyagasabdarthah. Kim
ca, sarvo hi $astrarthah Sistanusthanenaivantato vyavasthapyate. yatha smaranti - asvargyam lokavidvisgam
dharmam apy dcaren na tv iti. tatas ca prapattidharmapratisthapakanam prdacam acaryanam ca caryam
avicaryedam upaplavacodyam. See Yajiyavalkyasmyti 6.156 (Mumbayyam: Tukarama Javaji, 1909), 47.

488 See the introductory section of this chapter.
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passage as an injunction in detail later in the section on his use of Mimamsa hermeneutics.

Vedantadesika also analyzes Bhagavadgitz, Chapter 18, which is the context of
Bhagavadgita 18.66. He focuses on Bhagavadgita 18.64 and the way to interpret the word
“again” in this passage, “Listen to the last word about the most secret of all secrets from Me
again. I will tell this for your advantage because you are very dear to Me.”*% He raises the
potentially opposing view that the word “again” should indicate the communication of
something previously known in the context. Thus, it fits that the word “again” in Bhagavadgita
18.64 points to bhakti and self-surrender as an auxiliary of bhakti, both of which are mentioned
in the preceding part of the Bhagavadgita. For example, bhakti can be found in Bhagavadgita
9.34, and self-surrender as its auxiliary is dealt with in Chapter 7, such as Bhagavadgita 7.14.4%
Therefore, the two subsequent verses should reiterate these two ideas based on the word “again”
in Bhagavadgita 18.64; Bhagavadgita 18.65 and 18.66 should refer to bhakti as the means and
as self-surrender, respectively.**

In response, Vedantadesika offers two ways to interpret the word “again” in verses
18.65 and 18.66. First, it can communicate that one should listen again to the teaching, but the
content of the teaching does not have to be what is already known in the context. Specifically,

after teaching Arjuna about the three yogas as the means to liberation, Krsna, seeing that Arjuna

489 Bhagavadgita 18.64, vol. 3, 396 (emphasis mine):

sarvaguhyatamam bhityah sSrnu me paramam vacah | isto 'si me drdham iti tato vaksyami te hitam ||

4% Bhagavadgita 9.34, vol. 2, 196: “Be one whose mind is fixed in Me, one who is devoted to Me, one who
sacrifices to Me, bow down to Me. Having controlled yourself, you whose a final aim is Me will come to Me.”
manmand bhava madbhakto madyaji mam namaskuru | mam evaisyasi yuktvaivam atmanam matparayanah ||
Bhagavadgita 7.14, vol. 2, 28: “My divine maya, composed of the strands, is hard to overcome. Those who
surrender to Me alone cross that maya.”

(daivi hy esa gupamayz mama maya duratyaya | mam eva ye prapadyante mayam etam taranti te ||).

491 Bhagavadgita 18.65, vol. 3, 398: “Be one whose mind is fixed in Me, one who is devoted to Me, one who
sacrifices to Me, bow down to Me. You will surely come to Me, I promise you because you are dear to Me.”
(manmana bhava madbhakto madyajr mam namaskuru | mam evaisyasi satyam te pratijane priyo ’si me ||).
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is still grieving, teaches another means to liberation in Bhagavadgita 18.65 and 18.66, “Having
seen Arjuna grieving after hearing that the means to liberation is difficult and takes a long time
to accomplish, the Lord Vasudeva (Krsna) teaches a different means that is meant for a person
who asks for the attainment of the result without delay and of the means to that [attainment]
[...].7%2 Thus, one could say that these two verses introduce self-surrender as a substitute to
bhakti.*®® Alternatively, the word “again” in Bhagavadgitz 18.64 could foreshadow that
Bhagavadgita 18.65 reiterates bhakti as the means to liberation. However, in Bhagavadgita
18.66, Krsna teaches a new means that is self-surrender as the means to liberation since the
repeated teaching of bhakti cannot pacify Arjuna, who is still grieving:

Alternatively, [one could say that] the Lord, having seen the grief of Arjuna after

[hearing Bhagavadgita 18.63], “do as you wish,” [...] he states the two verses

beginning with "the most secret of all secrets” [Bhagavadgita 18.64—65]. Then,

Arjuna’s sorrow is not pacified even by that much. [So,] He comforts Arjuna,

saying "do not grieve" through the teaching of the means, which is fast, eligible

for all, the means to all desires, capable of getting rid of all undesirable things,
to be done once, like the Brahma missile, easy, and unobstructed.4%

Vedantadesika then turns to one of the most significant passages in the other itihasa, the

492 \Jedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 31: “arjunasya visadam dlokya sa bhagavan vasudevas
cirakalasadhyaduskarapavargopayasravanena socato
‘syavilambitaphalapraptisapeksatatsadhanasamarthapurusavisayam updayantaram [ ...] upadisati.”

493 For more on Vedantadesika’s interpretation of Bhagavadgita 18.65, see Nikseparaksd, 31.

49 Ibid., 31-32: yadva yathecchasi tatha kurv ityasyanantaram arjunasya visadam avalokayan sa bhagavan /...J
sarvaguhyatamam ityadina slokadvayena aha. tavata ‘py anupasantasokam arjunam
asukarisarvadhikarasarvestasadhanasarvanistanivartanaksamabrahmastratulyasakrtkartavya-
sukaranispratibandhopayopadesena ma suca iti paryavasthapayatiti.

The principle of the Brahma missile (brahmastra) is derived from the Ramayana scene when Ravana’s demonic
army tied Rama’s emissary, Hanuman, with the Brahma missile to render him helpless. However, the missile is
effective only when it is used solely. Thus, it slipped off when the demonic army tied Hanuman with other ties,
not trusting the power of the Brahma missile alone. Ramayana 5.46.46 (vol. 5, 334) prescribes that the Brahma
missile cannot be used with other ties as follows: “This tying with a missile does not go along with any other
ties” (astrabandha’ sa canyam hi na bandham anuvartate). The Srivaisnava acaryas use this rule to support the
independence of self-surrender and affirm that self-surrender cannot be followed along with any other means to
liberation.
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Ramayana 6.12.20, “For someone who surrenders to Me even once and for someone who
begs ‘I am yours,’ | give safety for all beings. This is My promise.”*% The same passage can
be found first in the Stotraratna 64, in which Yamuna cites the passage to exemplify God’s
promise to protect anyone who resorts to Him.*% The passage is then used in the first chapter
of Vatsya Varadaguru’s Prapannaparijata as one of the main injunctions of self-surrender.4%
Conversely, Periyavaccan Pillai employs the passage in the Parantarahasyam to show that self-
surrender is available to all. Following his predecessors, Vedantadesika also pays attention to
the Ramayana passage, and in section 4 of the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika defends this
passage as an injunction through Mimamsa hermeneutics.

Following Vatsya Varadaguru, Vedantadesika uses the Pafcaratra Sambhitas, especially
the Laksmitantra, the Ahirbudhnyasamhita, and the Satyakitantra, to define the nature of self-
surrender and its auxiliaries and also to consolidate the independence of self-surrender. Despite
the status of Pancaratra Samhitas within Visistadvaita Vedanta, Vedantadesika attempts to
legitimize their authority within the Sanskrit sphere of soteriological self-surrender, in
particular.*®® In section 4 of the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika defines the Paficaratra Samhitas
as “the condensation of the Vedas” (nigamasamgraha). According to Vedantadesika, if the
statements from Paficaratra Samhitas are contradictory to Vedic statements, the statements from
these two sources should be regarded as optional based on Mimamsa principle that two

conflicting statements of the Vedas can be used as options.*®® His argument implies that

4% Ramayana 6.12.20, vol. 6, 70.

4% See section 1.3.

497 Section 2.1.2.

4% For more information on the Paficaratra Samhitas within Vigistadvaita Vedanta, see Freschi’s “Sri
Vaispavism.”

4% For Mimamsa principle of options, see Edgerton, Mimamsanyayaprakdasa, 149-150 and 170-174.
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Paficaratra Sambhitas are authoritatively on par with the Vedas in the context of self-surrender.5%

Vedantadesika refers to the same passages found in the Laksmitantra for the definition
of self-surrender and the list of its auxiliaries. He also supports the function of self-surrender as
an expiation in the Laksmitantra passage, as seen in the following section on self-surrender. In
section 6 of the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika also relies on the three main Pancaratra Samhitas,
the Ahirbudhnyasamhita, the Laksmitantra, and the Satyakitantra, to affirm that self-surrender
is @ means to liberation that is separate from bhakti.>%

Moreover, in section 1, Vedantadesika turns to the Satyakitantra, the chapter on self-
surrender (prapattyadhyaya), to argue for the exclusivity of this doctrine.>%? According to the
passage, Vedantadesika indicates that self-surrender is for those who are not eligible to perform

other means of liberation.%® This further implies that self-surrender should be performed

500 vvedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 30: “In the Paficaratra scriptural corpus, which is composed for the holding up
of the whole world by the Lord, who is independently omniscient and is the head of the Upanisads
(srutisirahsekhara), and consists of the condensation of the Vedas along with their infinite and extended
branches, the statements [of the Paficaratra corpus and the Vedas] are established optionally like when there is
contradiction of two Vedic statements.” (srutisiraksekharepa svatak sarvajiena bhagavata
nikhilajagaduddharanaya pranite viprakirnanantasakhanigamasamgrahatmake pasicaratrasastre pranitanam
srutidvayavirodhavat vikalpata’ sthapaniyatvat).

%1 Ibid., 34: “The existing statements of oneness [between self-surrender and bhakti] are rejected by great length
by the distinction [between the two means] in the Satyakitantra, Ahirbudhnyasamhita, and Laksmitantra.”
(aikyany apy uktani satyakitantrahirbudhnyasamhitalaksmitantradisu prthaktvena prapasicanena nirastani).

502 |bid., 19. The chapter on self-surrender in the Satyakitantra is not mentioned by Vatsya Varadaguru. For
Vatsya Varadaguru’s reference to the Satyakitantra, see section 2.1.2.

503 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 19:

“O Lord, the great action that causes them to attain you which is good for souls which are falling down is
said by you whose self is under the influence of compassion.

Many mantras such as the one consisting of eight syllables [Tirumantra] are learnt. One, who is
sacrificing with these actions and chanting continuously these mantras, obtains You who are the Purusa and
Supreme Person.

O You, ocean of compassion, these actions, being seen, are difficult and their nature is difficult to
understand one piece at a time.

Life goes to decay by this stated path for a person chanting these mantras one at a time.

Therefore, by the action which is done only once and by mantra which is chanted only once, man
would be happy and successful. Say this action and this mantra. You are one whose heart is dripping with
compassion.

The Lord said, O One who has the lotus-seat (Brahma), what you have said is true. The actions are
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independently and cannot be combined with other means to liberation. The same idea is
reiterated in Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.30, which Vedantadesika cites in section 1.5

Among the three Paficaratra Samhitas, Vedantadesika gives importance to the
Satyakitantra to the extent that he understands the other two Samhitas according to the
Satyakitantra. For example, he uses a Satyakitantra passage to claim that self-surrender which
is characterized as the offering of oneself to God, is the predominant means, and the other
elements outlined in the Ahirbudhnyasamhita and the Laksmitantra should be understood as
auxiliaries to this offering:

In the Satyakitantra, the Lord has shown that offering (niksepa) is to be preceded

by the teaching of a particular mantra which is to be uttered silently once and

that the offering is predominant. After that, He is asked by Brahma: How should

one go to You as refuge? Of what kind is this taking refuge (saranagati)? [The
Lord answers:] “One should offer oneself to Me with this mantra.”5%

Thus, for Vedantadesika, the Pancaratra Sambhitas, especially the three mentioned in this section,

impossible and it is not possible to perform mantras according to the scriptures.

This is the action with which one offers such that, as soon as it is done, a man obtains Me and will
become My Self, O Brahma.”
(bhagavan hitam akhyatam atmanam patatam adhah | tvatprapakam mahat karma karunyavivasatmand ||
adhita bahavo mantrah srimadastaksaradikah | ebhih karmabhir fjanas tan mantran satatam japan ||
tvam apnoty eva purusah purusam purusottamam ||
etany alocyamanani karmani karunpakara | durvijiieyasvarapani duskarani vibhagasah ||
mantrams caikaikakasas tavaj japamanasya madhava | uktenaiva ca margena gacchaty ayur apaksayam ||
tasmat sakrtkrtenaiva karmana yena manavah | sakrjjaptena mantrepa kytakytyah sukhi bhavet ||
tad brithi karma tan mantram dayardrahydayo hy asi ||
Sribhagavan uvdaca
satyam uktam asakyani karmani kamaldsana | mantrandm ca yathdsastram anusthanam na sakyate ||
ijyate yena tat karma krtamatrena karmana | mam apnoti naro brahman mamatma ca bhavisyati ||).

504 VVedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 28: “When the Lord is the only protector in this way, it is suitable to say that
He is the means so that the one who wants to surrender [to Him] would determine to stop other means.” (tad
evam goptary eva bhagavati prapitsor upayantaranivyttim abhisamzdhaya upayatvavacoyuktih).
Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.30, vol. 2, 370.

505 Vedantades$ika, Nikseparaksd, 28: satyakitantre ca katham tvam Saranam gacchet kidyst Saranagatir iti
brahmana prsto bhagavan sakrjjaptavyamantravisesopadesapiirvakam niksepasya pradhanyam adarsayat -
anenaiva tu mantrena svatmanam mayi niksiped iti.
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are the central authority for the definition of self-surrender and its soteriological status.
Although Vedantadesika likely derives some of the authoritative passages or injunctions on self-
surrender from Vatsya Varadaguru, he refines their interpretation to make it more evident that
they support the status of self-surrender as the soteriological doctrine. In this sense, he continues
the Sanskrit sphere of self-surrender introduced by Vatsya Varadaguru, and he also accounts for

any disagreement in their interpretation.

4.1.2 Mimamsa as Hermeneutics

To validate self-surrender as another soteriological doctrine for the Srivaisnavas in the
Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika proposes that self-surrender, like bhakti, is enjoined in various
scriptures and has the form of a sacrificial ritual that can be performed. In particular, he
incorporates Mimamsa hermeneutic and ritual theories to argue that Bhagavadgita 18.66 is the
primary injunction for the soteriological self-surrender that is to be accomplished (sadhya) in
the form of the offering oneself to God. Although the reference to Mimamsa hermeneutic and
ritual concerns was already apparent in the discussions related to self-surrender both in
Manipravalam and Sanskrit, as in Periyavaccan Pillai’s Parantarahasyam and
Meghanadarisari’s Mumuksipayasamgraha, Vedantadesika resorts to Mimamsa to a greater
extent than the other authors. His attempt to locate self-surrender within the Sanskrit sphere is
grounded in his interpretation of authoritative passages on self-surrender on Ramanuja’s
hermeneutic and ritual norms of Mimamsa as seen in Chapter 1.5% Adopting these norms,
Vedantadesika explains self-surrender as a sacrificial ritual with procedure and auxiliaries

based on the model of the Vedic sacrifices formalized by the Mimamsakas.

506 \Vedantadesika’s involvement with Mimamsa is also evident in other works, especially the Sesvaramimamsa.
See Freschi, “Commenting by Weaving Together Texts.”
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In analyzing the authoritative injunctions in the Nikseparaksa, like Meghanadarisari,
Vedantadesika focuses on the conformity to the functional unity of a sentential injunction
according to Mimamsa hermeneutics, especially the two paradigmatic passages on self-
surrender, Bhagavadgitz 18.66 and the Ramayana passage on Vibhisana.>®’ According to
Vedantadesika, it is not enough that these passages are accepted and handed down by different
generations, as they have to be validly interpreted in the same manner as other Vedic and
Vedantic injunctions.

Vedantadesika first presents Bhagavadgita 18.66 as the primary injunction of
soteriological self-surrender. Periyavaccan Pillai makes the same arguments in his treatise. On
the other hand, Vatsya Varadaguru does not pay attention to Bhagavadgita 18.66 or elaborate
on its interpretation.>® In the previous chapter, | illustrated how Meghanadarisiri interprets the
passage as a qualified injunction and rejects the attempt to construe the abandonment part of
the passage as a reiteration.®® Vedantadesika’s interpretation of Bhagavadgita 18.66 is
concerned with the same interpretative issues, discussed in the Mumuksipayasamgraha.

The most significant challenge in interpreting Bhagavadgita 18.66 pertains to the first
line, “Having abandoned all dharmas, come to Me alone as refuge.” At first glance, this line
seems to enjoin two things: the abandonment of dharmas and the surrendering to God for
refuge. However, this interpretation would violate the principle of the functional unity since it
splits the sentence into two parts. If we split the sentence, which is unacceptable for the
Mimamsakas, the passage cannot be a valid injunction. Vedantadesika is aware of the potential

flaw as he cites a passage also found in Kumarila’s (mid-seventh century) Slokavartika 1.4.9,

507 McCrea, The Teleology of Poetics in Medieval Kashmir, 55-56 and 70-87.
508 Section 2.1.2.
509 Section 3.3.
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“If the unity of the sentence is possible, then the splitting of the sentence is not desired.”%° To
avoid the problem, Vedantadesika deals with two ways to construe the passage.

The first way interprets the passage as a qualified injunction (visisza-vidhi). The part
“come to Me alone as refuge” primarily enjoins self-surrender, and “having abandoned all
dharmas” subordinately prescribes the preceding abandonment of all dharmas.®!
Vedantadesika then justifies this interpretation of Bhagavadgita 18.66 as a qualified injunction
as follows:

There is no fault of splitting the sentence if there is an acceptance of a qualified

injunction. Even if a qualified injunction should be accepted only when there is

no alternative [way to interpret the sentence], nevertheless, here too, there is no

alternative, so this [qualified injunction] should be accepted.>?
Following the second interpretation, Vedantadesika argues that the abandonment part can be
understood as a reiteration to avoid the flaw of splitting of the sentence. In other words, the
abandonment part indicates a person who is eligible to perform self-surrender due to a certain
qualification. Here, the qualification is the grief caused by a person’s helplessness to follow
other means. Then, self-surrender is enjoined by the second part of the first line:

[...] what is being reiterated is a person who is penetrated by sorrow caused by

the helplessness of other means, which are difficult to do to attain the particular

result that is intended. This is determined from the implication of these two

quotes [i.e., “all dharmas” and “do not grieve”]. Moreover, there may be intense

grief for someone who cannot tolerate delay and whose ability is limited

concerning [other] means to the intended result, which are impeded by hundreds
of obstacles and can only be attained after a long time and are very difficult. The

510 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksd, 4: “sambhavaty ekavakyatve vakyabhedas tu nesyate. ”

511 |bid., 18.

512 1hid., 19: visisravidhisvikare ca na vakyabhedadosa/. yady api casau gatyabhavavisayak; tathapy atrapi yadi
gatyantarabhavah syat tada asau svikarya eva.
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person eligible for this [self-surrender] is someone qualified by that [sorrow]; all

this makes sense.>3
Finally, Vedantadesika briefly addresses the second line of Bhagavadgita 18.66, “I will free
you from all sins. Do not grieve,” explaining that the removal of all sins refers to the removal
of the obstacles to the attainment of God, and the grief points to the grief due to the delay of
liberation as previously seen in Bhagavadgita 16.5 instead of the grief caused by Killing his
relatives.>'

In section 4 of the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika explains this Ramayana passage on
Vibhisana, “For someone who surrenders to Me even once and for someone who begs, ‘I
am yours,’ | give safety for all beings. This is My promise,” as an injunction. He bases the
interpretation on the principle of the necessary postulation (arthapatti) as well as the Mimamsa
principle of functional unity. One should remember that the interpretation of the Ramayana
passage in the context of self-surrender was already circulating by Periyavaccan Pillai’s time,
if not before. At the beginning of the discussion, Vedantadesika first mentions the opposing
view, stating that the passage should not be regarded as an injunction since it does not have an
injunctive form according to the Mimamsakas’ view of injunctions: “One who desires the
attainment of safety should surrender to Me.” Vedantadesika responds that even though this

passage does not have an obvious injunctive form, the statement of Rama’s quality as the person

513 1hid., 19-20: [...] abhimataphalavisesalabhe
duskarasadhanantaranairasyanimittasokavistaSyaniidyamanatvat. etac ca “sarvadharman parityajya,” “ma
Sucal” ity anayoh samarthydad avasiyate. sambhavati ca duskarataresu cirakalasadhyesu
pratibandhakasatanirantaresu abhimatopdyesu parimitasakter vilambaksamasya ca tivrah sokavegah;
tadvisistas catradhikariti na kimcid apahinam.

514 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksd, 20: “the grief caused by killing his relatives as understood at the beginning [of
the Bhagavadgital.” (upakramavagatabandhuvadhanimittasoka). Bhagavadgita 16.5, vol. 3, 209: “The divine
condition is considered to be for liberation, while the demonic condition is considered to be for bondage. Do not
grieve, O Arjuna. You were born with divine condition!”

(daivi sampad vimoksaya nibandaya ’suri mata | ma sucah sampadarm daivim abhijazo ’si pandava! ||).
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to whom people who desire liberation should surrender implies the injunction through the
principle of necessary postulation.>*® The fact that Rama will save anyone who surrenders to
Him in the same way He saved Vibhisana enables us to postulate that anyone who surrenders

to Him will be protected:5

Although there is no injunction of self-surrender in this statement, “For
someone who surrenders to Me even once” [Ramayapa 6.12.20], this
statement establishes that “One who wants to attain safety [i.c., liberation]
should surrender to Me [Rama].” Even if the statement is intent on the
explanation of Rama’s special quality, self-surrender is established by the
proof that Rama is worthy of being surrendered to, through postulation based
on the direct mention of Rama’s special qualities.>!’

Vedantadesika further delineates the interpretation of each part of the verse as well as its

entirety:

The meaning of this verse will be explained as follows: “Only once” means
independence of repetition. When it is said, “for somebody who submits,” the
asking part is intended. “I am yours” is the offering of oneself (atmaniksepa).
Alternatively, the meaning of the scripture along with its auxiliaries is included
just by the [expression] “for somebody who submits” alone. When it is said "I
am yours" in the verse, it makes sense that what is intended is asking for the
result “May I be yours?” and this [wishing or asking to be yours] is an indicating
mark for other desired results. And the mental surrender is expressed by “for one
who surrenders,” and the verbal self-surrender is referred to by “for one who
begs.” The meaning is “I will give the cessation of fear caused by all beings,”
which is like “I will free you from all sins.”>*®

515 Here, Vedantade$ika brings in the instrument of knowledge called necessary postulation (arthdpatti),
through which one can start with two seemingly contradictory statements and be led to conclude out of
them to the only piece of evidence which can solve the contradiction. A classic example is the way of
concluding out of “Devadatta is not eating at daytime” and “Devadatta is fat” that “Devadatta eats at night.”
For more information on arthapatti, see Jha, Pirva-Mimamsa in Its Sources, Chapter 17.

516 See my forthcoming article, “A Ritual of Self-surrender.”

517 VVedantadesika, Nikseparaksd, 30: sakyd eva prapannayety atrapi prapadanavidhyabhave pi,
abhayapraptikamo mam prapadyeteti vakyatatparyasya siddhatvat, ramagunavisesapratipadanaparatve 'pi vakyasya
Qunavisesasrutyarthapattyaiva prapadanivatvasiddhyd prapattisiddheh.

518 |bid.: vaksyate casya Slokasydayam arthah — sakyd evetyavrttinairapeksyam ucyate. prapannayeti
prarthanadyamso vivaksitah. tavasmityatmaniksepah. yad va prapanndyetyanenaiva sangasastrarthah
samgrhitah. tavasmityanena tv aucityat tavaham syam iti phalaprarthanam abhipretam. upalaksanam caitad
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Vedantadesika also denies the possibility that the Ramayapa passage might
communicate two injunctions which would break the Mimamsakas’ principle of functional
unity and lead to the undesirable result of splitting of the sentence. To elaborate, the first
injunction enjoins Vibhisana to surrender to Rama, “I [Rama] give safety for the one who
surrenders [Vibhisana in the context].” In contrast, the other injunction prescribes that all
beings should surrender to Him, “I give safety for all beings.” To avoid splitting the
sentence, Vedantadesika proposes that the first sentence, “I give safety for a person who
surrenders,” should be construed as a reiteration of what is already stated somewhere else
in the context. The message is reiterated here to draw a connection with the new injunction
enjoined by this Ramayanra passage that all beings are eligible to surrender to Rama to

attain His protection.5%°

Although Vedantadesika uses the two same authoritative passages found in the treatises
of Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisiri, he interprets them based on Mimamsa
hermeneutics to avoid any ambiguity in their meanings. Also, he shows that they are
authoritative passages since they can be construed according to the hermeneutic norm of
Mimamsa just like the Vedas. Since these passages are valid, their injunctions for the

performance of self-surrender should be followed.

abhimatasya phalantarasya. athava prapanndyeti manasam, ydcata iti vacikam prapadanam ucyate. abhayam
sarvabhiitebhyo dadami — sarvabhitanimittasya bhayasya nivrttim dadamity arthah || sarvapapebhyo
moksayisyamitivat.

519 |bid., 31: “The fact that I give safety for someone who does self-surrender even once and who begs ‘I am
yours,’ that is for all beings, not for only people who do not do sins like Sugriva, Vibhisana, or others [and]
even to Ravana, the crow, and others who both committed fresh sins. This is what is stated [by Rama].” (yat
sakrd eva prapanndya tavasmiti ca yacate abhayam dadamiti, tat sarvabhiitebhyah, na kevalam anapakaribhyah
sugrivavibhisanadibhyah, api tv adraparddhebhyo ravanavayasadibhyo 'pi ity uktam bhavati).
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4.1.3 Ramanuja’s Teachings of Self-surrender
In section 9 of the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika aims to reconcile two major elements found in
the works of his predecessors, especially those of Ramanuja: the teaching of bhakti as the
soteriological doctrine and the notion that self-surrender only functions as an auxiliary of
bhakti. First, he argues that Ramanuja’s works, especially the Bhagavadgitabhasya and the
Gadyatraya, propose self-surrender as another soteriological doctrine in addition to bhakti.
Then, he uses Ramanuja’s works as the model to show that the works of the previous acaryas
also harmoniously accept soteriological self-surrender without identifying or describing the
works of these other acaryas. According to Vedantadesika, the works of other acaryas should
be understood to be in conformity with those of Ramanuja since his is the utmost authority.
Finally, Vedantadesika relies on the authority of Ramanuja to make the case that there is no
traditional contradiction between bhakti and self-surrender:

There is no contradiction in statements of the commentator (Ramanuja)

anywhere regarding the independence of self-surrender. By my stated principle,

words of acaryas other than Ramanuja should be considered as not contradictory

to what is being discussed [by Ramanuja] in the context of what comes before

and later. Therefore, there is no contradiction within the tradition

(sampradaya).>?°

Vedantadesika acknowledges the fact that Ramanuja indeed focuses on bhakti with self-
surrender as its auxiliary in his commentary on the Bhagavadgita. However, he claims that, in

the second interpretation of Bhagavadgita 18.66, Ramanuja offers independent self-surrender

as an alternative means to bhakti since self-surrender is easier. Thus, independent self-surrender

520 |bid., 39: atak prapattisvatantrye na kvacid bhasyakaroktivirodhah. uktenaiva nydayenanyesam apy

acaryanam prabandhah purvaparaparamarsena prakrtaviruddhataya pratisandheyd iti na kascit
sampradayavirodha iti.
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is the essence of Ramanuja’s Bhagavadgitabhasya:

In the second interpretation, since independent self-surrender is made optional
with the means of bhaktiyoga, which are more complicated, have different
degrees, and are endless, by having a common principle which is stated
explicitly, it is also made an optional alternative with bhaktiyoga itself which is
the means to liberation. From implication, this [self-surrender] is what is said in
the Bhagavadgitabhasya deep down.5?!

According to Vedantadesika, independent self-surrender can be characterized as
seeking God for protection, and it is performed through a single request. A person who is
eligible for self-surrender is required to have great faith in God and the incapability to perform
other means to liberation—i.e., the three yogas in the context of the Bhagavadgita—in the same

manner that Arjuna is incapable of performing bhaktiyoga:

This is the thing to be performed here, which is established by reflecting upon
all injunctions [in the entire Bhagavadgita]. [Arjuna,] having seen his lack of
other means for attaining his desired result without delay, thus sinks with great
grief. A person has abandoned other means, which are difficult to do for him who
has little power to establish that result. [Then, that person] has produced great
faith, which lasts until he attains the result and cannot be agitated even by God
Himself, through the greatness of reflection on particular helping factors such as
connection, good conduct, etc., regarding the Supreme One, who is qualified by
a class of qualities which are suitable for giving the result. [The great faith is]
that, “He [God] will give what is needed by mere asking once” Later, the person,
who stops thinking about the collection of faults through the will to please [God],
the avoidance of hostility, embraces this protector instead of other means, after
declaring his state of having no other means and having nothing.%

52 |bid., 36: dvitiyayam tu yojanayam bhaktisadhanair gurutarair mithas taratamyavadbhih anantair

vikalpyamand prapattih Kanthoktasamananyayataya muktisadhanabhiitaya bhaktyapi vikalpyeteti arthato
gabhiram abhasyata.

522 |bid., 32: ayam atra sarvavidhiparamarsasiddho ‘nustheydrthah. avilambitabhimataphalasiddhau
svasyopayantarasinyatam alocya mahata sokenavasidan purusas tatphalasiddhyartham alpasakteh svasya
duskarany upayantarani parityajya tatphalapradanocitagunaganavisiste parasmin
sakyprarthanamatrendapeksitam dasyatiti sambandhasilasahakarivisesadiparamarsatisayena mahantam tavat
phalalabham iSvarenapy aksobhaniyam visvasam upajanayyanukilyasamkalpapratikilyavarjanabhyam
apayajate viratabhisandhih akificanyananyagatitvaprakasanapiirvakam goptaram evopayafantaralsthane
nivesayan.
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Vedantadesika then accounts for the noticeable discrepancy between the
Bhagavadgitabhasya and the Gadyatraya of Ramanuja. He raises a potential contradiction
between the prominent role of independent self-surrender in Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya and the
proportionally much less attention to self-surrender in the Bhagavadgitabhdasya. To resolve the
discrepancy, Vedantadesika explains that independent self-surrender is not the focus in
Ramanuja’s commentary on the Bhagavadgita except in his second interpretation of
Bhagavadgita 18.66. However, self-surrender is the essence and supreme secret of the
Bhagavadgita, not bhakti, since “self-surrender being an independent means, which is

concealed as something supremely secret, manifests” only in the Caramasloka.5>

As for the Gadyatraya, Vedantadesika argues that it proposes self-surrender as an
independent means instead of an auxiliary to bhakti. The central indication for this is the
statement in the Sarandgatigadya that conveys that the performance of self-surrender, enabled
by God’s compassion, results in liberation: “At the time when your body falls, you will be
enlightened by My compassion alone.”%>* Moreover, according to Vedantadesika, bhakti in the
Gadyatraya should not always be understood as the means to liberation. Instead, it indicates
either a means or a result of self-surrender. | term Vedantadesika’s view on bhakti in the
Gadyatraya as “the detechnicalization” of bhakti or the method of construing bhakti in a non-
technical sense. For example, Vedantadesika clarifies the meaning of the word “bhakti” in “the
utmost bhakti,” one of the three stages of the experience of God, the triad that Ramanuja

mentions in his Saranagatigadya.®? According to Vedantadesika, the denotation of this word

523 |bid., 36: “atirahasyatayd gopitam prapattisvatantryam svayam evonmajjatiti.”

524 |bid., 37: “Sarirapatasamaye tu kevalam madiyayaiva dayayatiprabuddhah.” This quotation is from the
Saranagatigadya, 173.

525 Section 1.3.
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is “common to a result and a means, [thus,] it does not take either side.”®?¢ Also, he indicates
that the word “bhakti” in the Sarandgatigadya points to the result of independent self-
surrender.>?’” In addition, Vedantades$ika interprets the word “bhakti in its literal meaning as a
devotion to God. This kind of bhakti functions as an auxiliary of independent self-surrender. It
helps those who have already taken refuge to maintain a great faith in God for as long as they
live as required in the practice of self-surrender. Thus, the Gadyatraya does not necessarily
defend the soteriological doctrine of bhakti:

In the case of bhakti that belongs to those who surrender, it becomes a means by

being a cause of an uninterruptedness of [independent] self-surrender. Also, it

should not be stated, “What is the use of uninterruptedness, when [independent

self-surrender], which is to be done once, is a means because [independent self-

surrender] requires an absence of obstacles [of great faith] to achieve its

effect.528

As we have seen, Vedantadesika uses the norms of scriptures and hermeneutics handed
down by Ramanuja and other preceding Sanskrit authors and rests on the authoritative norm of
the figure of Ramanuja himself to show that self-surrender is a valid doctrine. He also resolves

the inconsistency in Ramanuja’s teaching. It can be argued that Vedantadesika composes his

work in Sanskrit so that he can engage with other Sanskrit authors like Vatsya Varadaguru and

52 \/edantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 37: “phalopayasadharanyan nanyatarapaksapati.”

527 Vedantadesika also applies this principle that the word “bhakti” can be used to refer to either a means or a
result to the use of the word “bhakti” in the statement, “give me bhakti” (bhaktim api prayaccha) from
Yamuna’s Stotraratna 54. Vedantadesika suggests that “bhakti” that the person asks for in this statement should
be understood as bhakti “that has a form of pleasure by its own nature, and because of the excellence of its object
[i.e., God]; therefore, here it [i.e., bhakti] is a result [of independent self-surrender]” (bhaktes catra phalatvam
svarapatas sukharapatvat; tac ca visayavaisistyat). Vedantadesika further explains that the request for bhakti in
this statement does not contradict the exclusive nature of independent self-surrender since bhakti in this
statement is not a means to liberation. According to Vedantadesika, this bhakti which is a result of self-surrender
has the forms of non-fear and friendliness of God. For Yamuna’s Stotraratna 54 and Vedantadesika’s
commentary, see 104.

528 \Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 37: prapannagatayd bhakteh prapattyavicchedahetutvena tadanupravesat. na
ca sakrtkrtasyopayatve kim avicchedeneti vacyam. tasya svakaryakarane badhabhavasya apeksitatvat.
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Meghanadarisari, strengthening the norms, clarifying the interpretation of authoritative
passages, and even proposing arguments that are different from those that preceded him.
Conforming to the norm of the Sanskrit scholastic treatises, the Nikseparaksa is silent about the
Tamil scripture and does not integrate the paradigm of the three secrets. Systematizing self-
surrender in Sanskrit, Vedantadesika places it within the Sanskrit system of Ramanuja’s bhakti
and aligns it with the preceding Sanskrit strands of self-surrender, especially that of Vatsya

Varadaguru.

4.2. The Nature of self-surrender

Due to the importance of Ramanuja’s soteriological teaching, the characteristics of bhakti
become the defining factors for the later-developed doctrine of self-surrender in the same
manners that we saw in the Sanskrit treatises of Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisri. In
the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika highlights the ritual status of self-surrender. He argues that
self-surrender is a Vedantic ritual, consisting of the ritual auxiliaries and other components that
need to be performed, just like bhakti, to defend its soteriological function and difference from
the Advaita VVedanta factual knowledge. It should be noted that self-surrender took shape within
a ritual frame that was already in the treatises of Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisiri.
However, compared to these two authors, Vedantadesika develops a more elaborated ritual form
of self-surrender in his Nikseparaksa. Also, to make sure that self-surrender and bhakti remain
distinct and also to preserve the soteriological status of both means, he advances Vatsya
Varadaguru’s argument on the differentiated options for these two means. Based on this
argument, both self-surrender and bhakti are valid and lead to the same result—Iliberation—but

they are not redundant since different groups of people are eligible for these two means.
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4.2.1 A Ritual of Self-surrender

Vedantadesika defines self-surrender as consisting of two parts, the offering of the protection
and the ownership of oneself to God and the acceptance of God as the only goal: “The giving
over of the self on the part of the one who is to be protected (raksyasyatmasamarparam)
consists of the thought that the protector [God] is the only goal, culminating in the abandonment
of the burden and the ownership of results of protection.”®?° Influenced by Vatsya Varadaguru,
Vedantadesika views self-surrender as an offering of oneself to God (atmaniksepa).
Vedantadesika’s definition of self-surrender is more elaborate than that of Vatsya Varadaguru
and comes closer to the model of a Vedic sacrificial ritual according to Mimamsakas’ theory.
Vedantadesika proposes that self-surrender should be understood as an act of giving an offering
with an individual soul as the material substance (dravya), which is then offered to the deity
(devata) who is the Supreme God. This understanding rests on Jaimini’s Mimamsasiitra 4.2.27,
“Because of the injunction ‘to sacrifice’ the action [involves] substance and deity; because the
purpose is accomplished with respect to that whole”®3® The commentary on this passage by
Sabara (fourth/fifth century) defines a sacrificial ritual as a ritual act in which “a substance is
abandoned having a deity (like Indra) in view. There is an act of this [abandoning]. By that act
[of abandoning], there is a connection between two things [i.e., a substance and a deity].”%%!
Self-surrender can be understood in a similar manner as follows:

[Self-surrender is] abandoning an offering in the form of an individual soul to
the Supreme God preceded by a request to Him, thinking, “I am not mine; [ am

529 VVedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 18: “svanirbharatvaparyantaraksakaikarthyabhavana |
tyaktaraksaphalasvamyam raksyasyatmasamarpapam ||”

530 Mimamsasitra 4.2.27, vol. 4, 1241: “yajaticodanad dravyadevatakriyam samudaye krtarthatvat.”
53! Tbid.: “dravyam devatam uddisya tyajyate, tasya ca kriyd, yaya kriyaya tayok sambandho bhavati.”
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for the Blessed One,” just like, [one would think about an offering] “this is not

mine; this is for Indra.”>%?

Vedantadesika then indicates that the five auxiliaries, outlined in the Laksmitantra and
the Ahirbudhyasamhita, can function as auxiliaries that are subordinate to the sacrificial ritual
in the manner explained by the Mimamsakas.>3 In the ritual of self-surrender, a request and a
particular mantra, which needs to be recited once, serve as procedures (itikartavyatas), one of
the requirements for rituals. To confirm that self-surrender is a ritual action that requires a
procedure, Vedantadesika cites the passage found in Kumarila’s Slokavartika
Sambandhaksepavada 37, “In everyday practice or Vedic practice, there is no such instrumental
means that does not have a desire for help which is to be accomplished by a procedure.”>%*
Through the incorporation of Mimamsa ritual theory, Vedantadesika formulates self-surrender
into a highly systematized sacrificial ritual, equipped with the main requirements.

Importantly, Vedantadesika affirms that, as in the performance of bhakti, a person who
has surrendered should preserve Vedic obligatory and occasional rituals according to their
castes and stages of life, as prescribed by the Mimamsasatra. Although these rituals are not
auxiliaries of self-surrender—it has its own as outlined in the Pancaratra Samhitas—they are
commanded by God through the Vedas and thus should be performed as a form of worship to
maintain His love until the end of one’s life. Given that the performance of self-surrender does
not require one to stop all activities, whether worldly or as prescribed by the Vedas, the

performance of these actions would not obstruct self-surrender:

532 \edantadesika, Nikseparaksd, 18: “prarthanapirvakam parasyai devatayai pratyagatmaripasya havisas
tyagah, indrayedam na mama ityadivat bhagavata eva aham asmi na mama iti.”

533 Edgerton, Mimamsanyayaprakasa, 110.

534 VVedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 3: “na hi tat karanam loke vede va kimcid idrsam | itikartavyatasadhye yasya
nanugrahe ‘rthita ||”
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Worldly actions that are naturally accomplished, like closing and opening the

eyes, are not prohibited by any injunction as they are meant to merely support

the body. Moreover, all must perform the obligatory and occasional sacrifices

with the thought of worshiping God for the sake of God’s love according to their

capability for as long as they live. We do not understand the teaching of [self-

surrender] to be impossible since the cessation of those actions is not required.>®
Moreover, the person who has surrendered should continue to perform obligatory and
occasional rituals to avoid the sins caused by the non-performance of these rituals and also
maintain the eligibility for other rituals.>*® Vedantadesika further alludes to Mimamsasiitra
6.3.8 to explain that obligatory and occasional rituals can be performed according to one’s
capabilities: “A desired-based action gives result only when there is a completion of all
subordinate elements. On the other hand, obligatory and occasional injunctions are
considered accomplished by performing them according to one’s capability.” >’

Importantly, Vedantadesika affirms that self-surrender is to be performed as the means
to be accomplished (sadhya) as prescribed by the scripture. Unlike Advaita Vedanta factual
knowledge, which can be attained by only hearing the Upanisadic passages without any other

actions, the scripture instructs that self-surrender should be performed as a sacrificial offering

of oneself to God:

535 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 35: yani punah svabhavapraptani nimilanonmilanadini,
Sariradharanamatrahetukani vihitapratisiddhani yani laukikani karmani, yani ca yavacchariram yathasakti
bhagavatsamaradhanatvabuddhya tatprityartham sarvair apy avasyam anustheyani nityanaimittikakarmani, na
tebhyo 'py uparamo ‘peksita iti nasakyopadesatvam avagacchamabh.

536 Tbid., 20: “Even if these obligatory and occasional sacrifices are not taken up as subsidiaries of
knowledge [which leads to liberation]; nevertheless, they are definitely to be taken up under the guise of
being motivated by castes and stages of life etc. like for people who have stages of life only [but still
continue to perform the rituals of their previous stages of life].” (tato yady api vidyangatvena
nityanaimittikakarmani nopadiyante, tathapi kevalasraminam iva varpasramadimatraprayuktatvavesenopadeyany eva).
537 bid., 20: “sakalangopasamhare hi kamyam karma phalati. yathasaktyanusthanamatrendpi
nityanaimittikasastram caritartham bhavati.”

Cf. Mimamsasitra 6.3.8, vol. 4, 1413.
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Self-surrender is a mental awareness specified by a particular object. It is made
known by the scriptures as the thing which is to be performed as the means to
what is best (liberation) due to the division of object [of scripture, meaning
knowledge arises from scriptural passages is different from knowledge produced
from the performance enjoined by scriptural injunctions]. Even if the knowledge
specified by a particular object is made known from the injunction, nevertheless,
that specific object is made known by the scripture as the object of that
[knowledge] and is not the immediate meaning of the injunction like the object
of meditation and the awareness which consists of the abandonment of a
substance referred to by the word “sacrifice” etc.53®

For the auxiliaries of self-surrender, Vedantadesika follows Vatsya Varadaguru by
resorting to passages from the Laksmitantra. He points out that self-surrender is described as

the middle ground between the means and faults in Laksmitantra 17.53-63 and can be referred

to as “taking refuge,” consisting of the six components listed in the same passage.>*

538 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 18: visayavisesavisistabuddhir hi prapattih, tasyd eva nihsreyasasadhanataya
kartavyatvam sastravedyam iti visayabhe[dah/dat. yady api visayavisesavisistam jiianam vidhiyata iti
VisayavisesO 'pi vidhivakyavedyah; tathapi sa visayas tadvisayatayaiva Sastravedya iti na
saksadvidhivakyarthah, upasanavisayavat, yagadisabdabhilapyadravyatyagatmakabuddhivisayavac ca.

539 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksd, 21:

“The scriptural means and faults from something have been made by Me. The means which are
enjoined [to do], faults which are prohibited.

Faults lead a person who follows them down. The means lead a person who follows them up.

Abandoning the faults and means and established on a middle course, one obtains Me alone in the end
after attaining me as refuge.

Hear this six-fold means from Me, O Lotus-born Goddess [Sri/Laksmi]! Will to please [God]; the
avoidance of what is contrary;

The faith that God will protect one who asks; choosing God as the protector; The offering of oneself;
[and] wretchedness: This is six-fold taking refuge.

Having gone to Me alone as refuge, one becomes free of grief, fear, and fatigue without undertaking
anything, without hoping for anything, without a thing of his own, [and] without a sense of himself.

Having gone to Me alone as refuge, he may cross the ocean of cycle of births. People who are engaged in
true actions and are pure knowers of Samkhya and Yoga are not worth even a tiniest piece of a person who has
resorted to refuge.”

(upayas capy apayas ca sastriya nirmitda maya | vihita ya updyas te nisiddhas cetare matah ||

adho nayanty apayas tam ya enan anuvartate | irdhvam nayanty upayds tam ya enan anuvartate ||
upayapayasamtyagi madhyamam Vrttim asthitah | mam ekam saranam prapya mam evante samasnute ||
sadangam tam upayam ca srpu me padmasambhave | anukilyasya samkalpah pratikilyasya varjanam ||
raksisyatiti visvaso goptrtvavarapam tatha | atmaniksepakarpanye sadvidha saranagatih ||

evam mam Saranam prapya vitasokabhayaklamah | nirarambho nirdsis ca nirmamo nirahamkrtih ||
mam eva Saranam prapya taret samsarasagaram | satkarmaniratah suddhah samkhyayogavidas tatha ||
narhanti Saranasthasya kalam Kotitamim api ||).

This quotation is from Laksmitantra 17.56-63, 57.
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Vedantadesika then cites Laksmitantra 17.66—74 in which each auxiliary is characterized.>*° He
then uniquely provides another passage from the Ahirbudhnyasamhita, Chapter 52, 12-23,

which identifies self-surrender with six-fold bowing (namas) to illustrate the six auxiliaries:>*

Having stated namas by speech, body, and mind, that namas is said to be
complete. Anything other than that is said to be less. This would be a completion;
listen to the completeness of the auxiliaries.

This is my eternal accomplishment that | bow down toward the Supreme
Person. For me, there is no accomplishment other than this. This [the offering of
oneself (atmaniksepa)] is said to be the best component. The desire for any result
is contradictory to this.

Due to weakness, which is natural, increase of beginningless traces,
[and] being surrounded by stain, there is a prevention of the act of seeing God.
That is wretchedness. Knowledge of all this is the second component of this
sort. Thinking of your own independence is said to be the contradiction ofthat.

Due to his superiority, this God is compassionate to all beings. He has
the one thought of grace always. This is the third [the faith that God will protect
one who asks (raksisyatiti visvasa)]. These thoughts, “He is indifferent” [and]
“He gives result according to actions,” kill the third [component] which,
indeed, consists of eternal faith.

Since He is capable in this way, He should be my protection since He is
capable in this way. With this thought, there is the determination that God can
be the protector. This is said to be the fourth component [choosing God as the
protector (goptrtva varana)]. The harming of that is imagining for no reason that
He is indifferent, either by nature or because He does not have appropriate
virtues.

The action of oneself towards one master is an avoidance of hostility,
which is the fifth component [the avoidance of activities that displease God
(pratikiilyavarjana)], and it is equal to avoiding what is opposed to His order. The
practice of what is not scriptural is said to be the opposite of that.

“All beings moving and unmoving are the body of God. [Thus,] I should
be helpful to those beings.” This determination is the sixth component [the will
to please God (anukilyasamkalpa)]. The rejection to do so would contradict this
[component].5#

540 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksd, 21. See also Laksmitantra 17.66-74, 57-58. For the text and translation of this
passage, see section 2.4.1.

541 Ahirbudhnyasamhita 52.12-23, vol. 2, 541-543.

542 VVedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 24 (italics added):

vdcd nama iti procya manasa vapusd ca yat | tan namah piarpam uddistam ato ‘nyan nyanam ucyate ||

iyam karanapirtih syad angapirtim imam Synu | sasvati mama samsiddhir iyam prahvibhavami yat ||

purusam param uddisya na me siddhir ito ‘nyathd | ity angam uditam srestham phalepsa tadvirodhin ||
anadivasanarohad anaisvaryat svabhavajat | malavakunthitatvac ca drkkriyavihatir hi ya ||
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This passage conveys that the quality of bowing is common to those who bow down to God
who is the Supreme. This quality consists of six auxiliaries parallel to those found in the
Laksmitantra passage along with some elements that are not present in the Laksmitantra,
namely the six activities opposed to the auxiliaries.

Then, Vedantadesika cites Laksmitantra 17.91-102 to show that self-surrender can also

function as an expiation and can be divided based on different groups of eligible people.>*® It

tat karpanyam tadudbodho dvitiyam hy angam idrsam | svasvatantryavabodhas ca tadvirodha udiryate ||
paratve sati devo 'yam bhiitanam anukampanah | anugrahaikadhir nityam ity etat tu tytiyakam ||
upeksako yathakarma phaladayiti ya matih | visvasatmakam etat tu trtiyam hanti vai sada ||

evambhiito 'pi Saktah san mattranam bhavitum ksamabh | iti buddhyasya devasya goptrsaktiniriapanam ||
caturtham asgam uddiszam amusya vyahatih svatah | udasino gunabhavad ity utpreksanimittaja ||
svasya svamini vritir ya pratikulyavivarjanam | tadangam paficamam proktam ajiiavyaghatavarjanam ||
asastriyopaseva tu tadvyaghata udiryate | caracarani bhiitani sarvani bhagavadvapur ||

atas tadanukiilyam me karyam ity eva niscayah | sastham angam samuddiszam tadvighato nirakytih ||
For the text in the Laksmitantra, see 59-60.

543 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 22:

“This is the Vedic foundation which is in the middle between the means and faults. A person, relying on
this religious practice, should submit to Lord of the world, Visnu. The meaning of scriptures is [that independent
self-surrender] done merely once may liberate that person.

When there is a combination of the means and faults, the person lacks this religious practice. If one is
overwhelmed by sins, one should do an expiation at once.

The expiation here is that one should choose the refuge again. If you accept [other] means as means,
that [expiation] is just the same.

For the non-confusion of dharmas [due to other means] and the protection of a family, for the
supporting of the world and the establishment of the boundary, for the love of me [Sri] and Visnu, the Archer
who is the God of gods, wise one would not transgress the Vedic rule even with the mind.

Just as someone who is dear to the king [crosses] the river set in motion by the king and is useful for the
world [since it is] pleasing and increasing crops.

[If that person] destroys it with disregard, [he would be impaled on a stake.] In the same way, the man
who transgresses the boundary made by the Vedas [even if he had been dear, would not be dear to me, because
he transgressed my command]. The wise one should avoid holding [other things] as means with the mind.

Having rested upon the fourth means which is relying on God’s feet in this way [and] having gone
beyond all affliction, he enters into a pure place.

Taking refuge is free from the means and faults. It rests on the middle path. It carries you across the
ocean of transmigration.

It is refuge for the ignorant and this very same thing is for the clever people. It is for people who want
to cross the far shore, and it is for the people who want endlessness.”

(esa sa vaidiki nistha hy upayapayamadhyama ||

asyam sthito jagannatham prapadyeta janardanam | sakrd eva hi sastrarthah Krto 'yam tarayen naram ||
upayapayasamyoge Nisthaya hiyate ‘naya | apayasamplave sadyah prayascittam samdcaret ||
prayascittir iyam satra yat punah Saranam vrajet | upayanam updayatvasvikare ‘py etad eva hi ||
aviplavaya dharmanam palandya kulasya ca | samgrahaya ca lokasya maryadasthapandya ca ||

priyaya mama visnos ca devadevasya sarnginah | manisi vaidikacaram manasapi na langhayet ||

231



should be noted that Vatsya Varadaguru makes the same arguments based on the some of the
same passages from the Laksmitantra in the Prapannaparijata.>*

Also, like Vatsya Varadaguru, Vedantadesika categorizes those who surrender into two
categories: 1) the afflicted, who cannot wait for any delay in attaining liberation, and 2) the
content, who agree to attain liberation after the end of their lives based on Ramayana 6.12.15.5%
Interestingly, while Vatsya Varadaguru argues for the difference in the timing of the two
groups’ liberation, Vedantadesika stresses that there is no difference in the result, even if there
is the division of place, time, condition, and eligibility as follows:

The division between the afflicted one and content one through existence and

non-existence of humbleness, fear, and so on is diversified by the One who is

the refuge of the whole world since He gives the result even to the content one,

so that they will have no fear and be protected. Despite the division of place,

time, condition, and eligibility, there is no difference regarding the result for the

easy and the difficult [means] [...].5%

Vedantadesika’s version of self-surrender in a ritual form is similar to Vatsya
Varadaguru’s argument but differs from the views of Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai Lokacarya

who both argue that self-surrender is not an act to be performed since God is the only means.

Moreover, unlike Meghanadaristri who maps self-surrender onto bhakti to the extent that it is

yatha hi vallabho rajiio nadim rajid pravartitam | lokopayoginim ramyam bahusasyavivardhinim ||
larighayan silam arohed anapekso pi tam prati | evam vilarighayan martyo maryadam vedanirmitam ||
prayo 'pi na priyo 'sau me madajiiavyativartanat | upayatvagraham tatra varjayen manasa sudhih ||
caturtham asrayann evam upayam carapasrayam | atitva sakalam klesam samvisatyamalam padam ||
upayapayanirmukta madhyamam sthitim asthita | Sarandagatir agryaisa samsararnavatarini ||

idam Saranam ajiianam idam eva vijanatam | idam tirtisatam param idam anantyam icchatam ||).

%44 See section 2.4.1.

%4 See the same section.

546 Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksd, 26: prasrayabhayadisadasadbhavabhyam va artadyptavibhagah,
prapattavyena sarvalokasaranyena drptanam api [phalavinabhavaya] phaladayina
bhayabhavayavasyaraksitavyatvaya ca prapaiicitah. desakalavasthadhikaryadibhedena gurulaghunor
evavisistaphalatvam [...].
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difficult to differentiate the two, Vedantadesika affirms their distinction based on the division

of different groups of eligible people, as I will explore further below.

4.2.2 Modeling Self-surrender on Bhakti
In the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika attempts to validate both self-surrender and bhakti by
clarifying the relationship between the two. While the relationship between bhakti and self-
surrender can be found already in Vatsya Varadaguru’s Prapannaparijata, Vedantadesika’s
explanation of the relationship is more elaborate and systematic. First, he classifies self-
surrender into two forms—self-surrender as a ritual auxiliary and independent self-surrender
(anga- and angi- prapatti)—before placing them in relationship with bhakti. While self-
surrender as a ritual auxiliary is subordinate to bhakti as in Ramanuja’s Gitabhasya and
Gadyatraya, independent self-surrender is another means to liberation separate from bhakti.>*’
Auxiliary self-surrender can also refer to bhakti since it culminates in bhakti based on a word
that does not abandon its primary meaning (ajahallaksanza). However, Vedantadesika rejects
the views that self-surrender can only mean auxiliary self-surrender and can never communicate
independent self-surrender. According to the untraceable Srivaisnavadharmasastra passage,
the word “self-surrender” can mean independent self-surrender:

If you say that the words “bhakti” and “self-surrender” (prapadana) are seen to

be used in some places as having the same meaning according to [their] location,

this is not proven. Although the word "self-surrender" (prapadana) has a

separate meaning according to the definition, it is not very separated from

independent [self-surrender]. Therefore, it is possible to use the word in that

place [to mean independent self-surrender]. It is even possible to use the word

in the place of bhakti as a figurative indication that does not abandon its primary

meaning like [in this statement], “The royal family is coming. He approaches
the king. He serves the king. He lives with the king.” The fact that [the two

547 See sections 1.2 and 1.3.
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words] have different meanings is understood since we see [them] used together

[, so they cannot replace each other] in the Srivaispavadharmasastra, Chapter

on the horse sacrifice (asvamedha): “O Acyuta, tell me how to do other

meritorious dharmas, done to you out of affection, for those who surrender

(prapanna) and those who are devoted (bhakta) to you.”

To justify the understanding self-surrender in these two forms, Vedantadesika resorts to
Brahmasiitra 3.4.32-33.5*° This passage, consisting of two siztras, prescribes the performance
of ritual actions according to stages of life in two different manners: the actions are enjoined
independently in the first sitra, and they are to be performed as auxiliaries to produce the
eligibility for the meditative means in the second sitra. Vedantadesika states: “It is indicated
in the Brahmasitra that actions according to stages of life are both auxiliaries and independent
means, ‘There are also actions of stages of life since they are enjoined [as independent means]
and as the auxiliaries’ [Brahmasitra 3.4.32-33].>75%0

Vedantadesika further claims that self-surrender and bhakti are classified differently
based on the difficulty and the number of times these two means should be performed. Bhakti
is considered more complicated since it should be repeated, while self-surrender must be
undertaken only once and is considered easier. Vedantadesika then mentions examples of ritual
actions, namely, two types of bathing rituals (snana), one easy and the other difficult, along

with two types of jyotiszoma, one to be repeated and the other to be performed once, to justify

the division of bhakti and self-surrender:

548 \Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 35: yat titktam bhajanaprapadanasabdau sthanatas samanarthataya kvacit
prayujyamanau drsyete iti, tadasiddham, prapadanasabdasya laksanato bhinnarthasyapy
anginanatidiraviprakarsat ajahallaksanaya tatsthane prayogopapatteh. yatha rajakulam gacchati, rajanam
abhigacchati, rajanam sevate, rajii vartata iti. ata evasvamedhike Srivaisnavadharmasastre sahaprayogad
bhinnarthatvam avagamyate — tasmad dhi tvam prapannasya tvadbhaktasya ca bhavatah. yusmadiyan paran
dharman punyan kathaya me ’cyuta.

¥ Brahmasitra 3.4.32-33, 789-790.

550 VVedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 34: siitritam ca tesam asramakarmanam angatvam svatantratvam ca -
vihitatvac casramakarmapi, sahakaritvena ceti.
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When a particular type that is not repeated (self-surrender) is possible, one
should abandon a particular one that has to be repeated (bhakti) because it is
difficult. If one were to accept the difficult one, then one should not end up
[undertaking] the one that is easy and to be done once. If you oppose, saying that
one should not perform the one which is not to be repeated because [the difficult
one] would be useless. That should not be the case since there is an established
arrangement between the difficult one and the easy one based on the rule of faith
that an eligible person has. In the same way, general words like “bathing”
(snana) include different types of bathing rituals, difficult and easy, and suitable
for various people. It is the same in the case [of self-surrender and bhakti]. [In
the same way,] the word “jyotisroma” (a soma sacrifice) refers to both types
through the separate application of two types of jyotisroma, repeated and not
repeated. Then what contradiction is there, if there is the culmination of the
words such as “knowledge” (vedana) in two meanings of meditative means to
Brahman (brahmavidya) in the forms of self-surrender (prapadana) and
meditative worship (upasana) in that way, one not repeated, and the others
repeated. [The implication here is that there is no contradiction in this case].>*!

Self-surrender can be differentiated from bhakti through its requirement of faith as well.>%? In
other words, those who do not have faith in self-surrender would be eligible for bhakti in the
same way as those who cannot perform bhakti or do not have patience for the delay of its result
would be eligible for self-surrender:>3

Some people always have doubts, [thinking as follows:] the means is [too] easy;

it cannot uproot the whole cause of suffering which is endless and has been

accumulated from the beginningless time; it is hard to reach the ascending to the

step [and other stages in case of self-surrender] even for Brahma, Siva, Sanaka
and other [great beings], let alone themselves who are much more inferior [to

1 Ibid.: anavrttavisese sambhavati gauravad avrttam visesam parityajet; atha gauravam anumatya tatra na
paryavasyet, tada tadvaiyarthyaprasangad anavrttam nasided iti cet; tan na, adhikarivisesapratitiniyamena
gurulaghuvyavasthayah sthapitatvat. yatha snanadisamanyasabdas tattadadhikarivisesocitam tam tam
snanadivisesam gurum laghum ca samgrhnanti, tathatrapi. yatha vasante vasante jyotisd yajeta, jyotistomena
svargakamo yajeteti viniyogaprthaktvenavrittanavrttajyotisromayoh jyotistomasabdah, tathatrapy
avrttanavrttayoh prapadanopasanarapayoh brahmavidyayoh vedanadisabdaparyavasane ko virodhah?

552 \edantadesika (ibid.) also refers to other qualifications which include “the impatience of delay, fear of other
means, being immersed in the meditation on the eminent and good qualities of God, and so on”
(vilambaksamatvam, upayantarabhirutvam, bhagavadguravattaprakarsanusamdhananimagnatvam ityadi).

553 Unlike bhakti, self-surrender may indeed be able to destroy the karmas that have begun to operate
(prarabdhakarma), but both of them lead to liberation. Thus, there is no difference regarding the result for both
means. See Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 27.
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these great beings]. Therefore, they enter on the more difficult means, which is
far removed from these doubts. Thus, there is indeed particular differentiated
optionality of eligibility based on determination (adhyavasaya). The
differentiation of eligibility either due to ability or inability of other means or
impatience or toleration of delay makes sense since people like Vyasa and others
[great people like Vyasa] would not have the entailment of that sort of doubts.
Given that is the case, the result may be the same [for both means, bhakti and
self-surrender].>>*

Finally, Vedantadesika differentiates self-surrender from the factual knowledge
proposed by Advaita Vedanta to place self-surrender on par with bhakti. Looking back,
Ramanuja also highlights the difference between bhakti and Advaita Vedanta knowledge of the
meaning of the Upanisadic passages in his Sribhasya. According to the condition set by
Ramanuja, self-surrender must be different from Advaita Vedanta factual knowledge so that it
becomes as valid as bhakti. Thus, Vedantadesika deals with this issue in the first section of the
Nikseparaksa on the nature of self-surrender:

If self-surrender has a form of mental activity, does it have a form of an error

like perception or a form of true knowledge? In the case of the first one, there is

no proof that it [an error] is the means to liberation. In the latter case [that self-

surrender has a form of true knowledge], is it [true knowledge] born from only

scriptures or other causes? In the first case [that self-surrender is born only from

scriptures], there would be an undesirable consequence of agreeing to the view
of the foolish people [i.e., Advaita Vedanta].5*®

Vedantadesika elaborates that the factual knowledge is achieved from the Upanisadic

41bid., 27: ye punar upayalaghavam, tata evanadikalasamcitanantasamastaduhkhahetujalonmiilanam,
ksodivasam api svatmanam vidhisivasanakadiduradhigamapadadhirohddikam canucintya satatam samdihate,
tesam tacchankad avisthagaristhopayanupravesa iti. ato yathadhyavasayam adhikara ity ayam apy antato
vyavasthitavikalpabheda eva. vyasadinam tu tathavidhasankaprasangabhavad updayantarasaktyasaktibhyam
vilambaksamatvavilambaksamatvabhyam eva va adhikaravyavastheti nirbadham etat. ato 'visistaphalatvam apy
upapannam.

555 1hid., 3: manovyapararipatve ’pi, drstivat sa bhrantiripa, tattvajianaripa va? pirvatra
apavargasadhanatvasiddhik. uttaratra, kim sastramatrajanya, hetvantarajanya va? adye
kumatimatopanipatadiprasangah.

236



sentential meaning and cannot be enjoined or assisted by other activities. He then argues against
the two positions, which suggest that self-surrender has the same characteristic as Advaita
Vedanta factual knowledge. The first position states that self-surrender is an already
accomplished means (siddha). The second one indicates that Bhagavadgita 18.66 cannot enjoin
a person to perform self-surrender since it should be construed as a reiteration as follows, “For
the one who has gone to Brahman alone as refuge preceded by the abandonment of dharma,
Brahman alone is the means to liberation.”%%® This statement only makes known the status of
Brahman as the means to liberation without enjoining anything. In response to these two
positions, Vedantadesika points out that self-surrender is a means that needs to be accomplished
(sadhya), as | have previously shown in the section on a ritual of self-surrender. He then
interprets Bhagavadgita 18.66 as a qualified injunction (visisza-vidhi), consisting of the main
injunction for the performance of self-surrender and the subordinate injunction to abandon other
means. His interpretation is based on the Mimamsakas’ theory, mentioned in Chapter 2. Thus,
according to Vedantadesika, self-surrender acts like bhakti in the sense that it is a mental
awareness to be performed by scriptures such as Bhagavadgita 18.66.5°7

In the sixth section of the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika affirms that there is no unity

between self-surrender and Advaita Vedanta factual knowledge, even if they share certain

5% See the elaborate discussion on reiteration and injunction related to Bhagavadgita 18.66 in the section 4.1. To
summarize, Vedantadesika offers three reasons (Nikseparaksa, 2—3): The first reason is explained as follows:
Given that a reiteration normally makes known the result of an injunction and other things but not the injunction
itself, this statement cannot be a reiteration since it should communicate something which is different from the
things referred to by a reiteration. Second, if this statement from the Bhagavadgita is to be understood as a
reiteration, then it would not have any connection with an injunction. However, its grammatical construction
suggests that it should be construed as an injunction. Third, if we assume that the statement is a reiteration which
usually provides a precondition that should be connected to an injunction, there is nothing else that can be
enjoined in the statement so that this reiteration has something to connect with.

557 1t should be noted that Vedantadesika seems to have Bhagavadgita 18.66 as the center of his argument here
since he begins the section with the passage and his discussion remains very engaged with the nature of self-
surrender based on the Bhagavadgita passage.
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characteristics such as having the form of mental activity and requiring no repetition or
obligatory rituals as auxiliaries. Self-surrender is different from factual knowledge, since one
needs to realize the relationship between the soul, who is subordinate, and God, who is superior
to the soul, before performing self-surrender. In addition, unlike factual knowledge, which
requires the cessation of all other activities, one should not stop performing obligatory and
occasional rituals after self-surrender:

Moreover, there is no descent into the views of people with bad views [i.e.,

Advaita Vedanta]. Although self-surrender is done once, it is different from the

factual knowledge of the [Upanisadic] sentential meaning. Self-surrender is

pregnant with a mass of particular things such as the ruler and the ruled ones.

Although self-surrender does not have auxiliaries like sacrificial rituals and so

on, it has been shown that there is no cessation of rituals such as obligatory and

occasional rituals etc.>%8

To sum up this section, like other Sanskrit authors, Vedantadesika aims to prove in the
Nikseparaksa that self-surrender can serve as an alternative to bhakti and conforms to the
Sanskrit sphere of soteriology. By rejecting the identity between self-surrender and Advaita
Vedanta factual knowledge that is liberative without actions required, Vedantadesika
simultaneously differentiates his version of self-surrender from the passive form presented in
the Manipravalam works of Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai Lokacarya. We might recall that the
Manipravalam authors maintain the view that self-surrender lacks the performative aspect,
which bhakti embodies, since it is nothing but God, who is the accomplished means. Their

views bring self-surrender dangerously close to Advaita Vedanta factual knowledge and

possibly render it invalid in the Sanskrit sphere, in which bhakti, along with its anti-Advaita

558 \Vedantadesika, Nikseparaksa, 34: naca kumatimatavataras; sakrdkarane ’pi vakyarthajianad atiriktatvat,
sesitavyadivisesajalagarbhatvat, karmadyarngakatvabhave ’pi nityanaimittikadyanurodhasya darsitatvat,
adhikaryantarasadbhavena asakrdavrttanusamdhanapratiksepabhavac ca.
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Vedanta characteristic, is the soteriological model. It is true that Vedantadesika does not openly
refer to the views of the Manipravalam literature in the Nikseparaksa. Nevertheless, his
argument effectively resolves the potential issue on the invalidity of self-surrender in the

Sanskrit sphere, the risk that may arise from those views in the Manipravalam literature.

4.3 Summary

We have seen in the previous chapters that Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisiri
systematized self-surrender only in Sanskrit, resulting in a version of self-surrender that is
different from the one found in the Manipravalam literature from the same period. They
consolidated the Sanskrit sphere, drawing it away from the Tamil scripture as well as the
Manipravalam sphere. Unlike the Manipravalam authors who did not pay attention to bhakii,
these authors maintain that bhakti is the valid soteriological doctrine based on Ramanuja’s
teaching. Vedantadesika, being a part of the Sanskrit scholastic and theological domain,
followed the same agenda in the Nikseparaksa. He synthesized the main constituents of the
Sanskrit sphere, namely Vedantic Sanskrit scriptures, Mimamsa hermeneutics, and Ramanuja’s
theology, all focused on and handed down by Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisiiri.

Like the two Sanskrit authors, Vedantadesika also incorporated the Sanskrit emphasis
on the performative characteristic of self-surrender in his systematization. Being a part of the
Sanskrit soteriology in which bhakti remains central, self-surrender mimics the characteristics
of bhakti, especially its ritual status, to become another doctrine. Although Vedantadesika
defended self-surrender as a valid means separate from bhakti, he asserted that the two doctrines
are on par with each other; they can both be undertaken as the means to liberation according to

different eligibilities.
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The preceding chapters have shown the distance between the Sanskrit theology of self-
surrender and the one seen in the Manipravalam literature. However, what becomes clear when
we look at Vedantadesika is the choice he made as an author working within the Srivaisnava
multilingual community. Composing in Sanskrit, Vedantadesika complied with the limitations
of the Sanskrit sphere and with earlier Sanskrit authors such as Vatsya Varadaguru,
Meghanadarisari, and even Ramanuja. He further reinterpreted the scriptural passages used by
these authors and reconciled the previously diverging views on self-surrender to affirm the
soteriological status of self-surrender within the Sanskrit sphere. Although he alluded to the
debates found in the Manipravalam sphere, he did not explicitly involve the Tamil scripture or
the Manipravalam discussions due to the condition of the Sanskrit sphere. Self-surrender
belongs to the Sanskrit sphere, and that means the marginalization and, in some cases, exclusion
of the elements critical to the Manipravalam sphere, such as Nammalvar as an ideal devotee,
the paradigm of the three secrets, and the fundamental relationship between God and the
devotees in the soteriological process. These elements instead define self-surrender in the
Rahasyatrayasaram. It is obvious that the Sanskrit sphere limits the authoritative norms in the
Nikseparaksa only to the Sanskrit sources. To examine the more elaborate discussions on self-
surrender and its sources both in Sanskrit and Tamil, Vedantadesika chose the linguistic
medium of Manipravalam in the Rahasyatrayasaram. As | argue in the next chapter,
Manipravalam not only functions as the medium that bridges the gap between the two
confluences of the Sanskrit and Tamil scriptures but also conveys the various definitions of

self-surrender by earlier authors.
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CHAPTER 5
HARMONIZATION

The tradition today believes that the Rahasyatrayasaram was Vedantadesika’s last work and
that he composed this text during his later days in Srirangam.55® This belief gives the impression
that this text is a culmination of his ideas, which in turn renders its status as the most important
work among his compositions. Francis Clooney indicates that this work is the most elaborate
commentary on the three secrets and was meant for the “wider literate audience” compared to
his other treatises.>® In addition to its commentarial expansiveness, this text contains different
expressions, as Clooney claims that it is “the site of reason, imagination, affective
intensification, and religious commitment.”6?

Many scholars highlight the harmonizing function of Vedantadesika’s
Rahasyatrayasaram, some of whom | will now briefly mention. Patricia Mumme has
comprehensively studied this text in comparison with Manavalamamuni’s commentary on the
words of Pillai Lokacarya in The Sriivaisnava Theological Dispute (1988). Mumme argues that,
through this work, Vedantadesika intended to resolve the contradictions and reconcile different
interpretations regarding the traditional doctrine.%? Elisa Freschi also proposes that a decent
number of Vedantadesika’s works are devoted to the harmonization of different intellectual and
authoritative strands, namely Vedanta, Pirva Mimamsa, Paficaratra, and Alvars’ theology. One

such work is the Rahasyatrayasaram in which Vedantadesika harmonized contesting views of

the Srivaisnavas’ theology, centering on the doctrine of self-surrender and the three secrets. %6

559 Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 12.

560 For more information on Vedantadesika’s Rahasyatrayasaram, see Clooney, The Truth, the Way, the Life, 8.
%61 |bid., 13.

562 Mumme, The Srivaispava Theological Dispute, 14.

563 Freschi, “Sr1 Vaisnavism.”
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In the analysis of this text in Beyond Compare (2008), Clooney shows that Vedantadesika
aimed at balancing the two streams of Sanskrit and Tamil and harmonizing all the doctrines.%*
This chapter intends to strengthen this argument on the harmonizing role of the
Rahasyatrayasaram and to argue further that Vedantadesika’s use of Manipravalam is
necessary to his harmonization and consolidation of the communal sense, which might have
been prompted by contemporaneous social and intellectual events.

Comparing Vedantadesika’s Rahasyatrayasaram with the Nikseparaksa, we can see
that while Vedantadesika presented only some scriptures, aspects, and debates related to self-
surrender in Sanskrit, he discusses sources more extensively in Manipravalam. The scriptural
sources included in the Rahasyatrayasaram are more diversified, stylistically and content-wise,
and attention is given to the teachings from the Tamil scripture and the interpretation of the
three secrets. However, we still see some Sanskrit authorities such as the Upanisads, Puranas,
and Paficaratra Samhitas.

Vedantadesika synthesized the sources from different origins and contexts, those used
either by Manipravalam authors or the Sanskrit ones or both, claiming that the different
scriptural streams agree on the subject at hand as previously shown. Through Manipravalam,
which allows Vedantadesika to bring in both Sanskrit and Tamil scriptural and theological
domains, he harmonized multiple strands of self-surrender and resolved the discrepancies we
saw in his predecessors’ treatises, as we will see in the second section of this chapter.
Vedantadesika’s harmonization results in the collective Manipravalam soteriology that
incorporate different forms of self-surrender as | will illustrate below. The collective

normativity and expression of self-surrender in the Rahasyatrayasaram became the main

564 Clooney The Truth, the Way, the Life, 189-190.
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defining characteristic of the Srivaisnavas. To explain, Vedantadesika’s self-surrender
contributes to the notion that “the tradition™ refers to the community of those who follow or
want to follow self-surrender.

Clooney proposes that the entire Rahasyatrayasaram essentially expounds the “Truth,”
“Way,” and “Life” around the three secrets or mantras, which reflect the “correct” doctrines as
follows:565

Thorough exegesis of the Tiru Mantra, Dvaya Mantra, and Carama Sloka occurs

respectively in Chapters 27,28, and 29, which comprise nearly 40% of the whole.

This exegesis is complemented by the expositions found in Chapters 3—19. Thus,

Chapters 3-6 offer philosophical and theological underpinnings for the entire

project — the Truth — while Chapters 7-12 offer the logic and psychology of

taking refuge — the Way — and Chapters 13-19 spell out the manner and motive

of a life lived in accord with the Mantras — the Life; other chapters raise

questions about the transmission of the teaching of the Mantras, and the implied

cosmology, epistemology, etc.>®
| agree that the exegesis of the three secrets is the main project of the Rahasyatrayasaram as it
is itself a part of the genre of rahasyagranthas whose goal is to interpret and understand the
three secrets. However, | understand that the three secrets attain meanings and roles within the
soteriology of self-surrender, in particular. Thus, in this chapter, | focus on Chapters 7-12 that

describe self-surrender and its function in relation to God in addition to Chapters 27-29 on the

three secrets.

5.1 The Rahasyatrayasaram in the Manipravalam Sphere
In the Rahasyatrayasaram, we see that Vedantadesika incorporates scriptures, both Sanskrit

and Tamil, and also the works of previous acaryas to harmonize different normative streams.

%65 bid., 21.
566 1bid., 18.
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Importantly, unlike in the Nikseparaksa in which he focuses only on the Sanskrit scripture,
Vedantadesika prefers the Tamil scripture and the Sanskrit texts that are less authoritative than
the Vedas and Upanisads, such as the Mahabharata and the Ramayaga. His preference shows
that the Nikseparaksa and the Rahasyatrayasaram participate in different linguistic spheres as
they are engaged with the predominant norms in Sanskrit and Manipravalam respectively. It
also suggests that the Rahasyatrayasaram is clearly a part of the Manipravalam sphere and
might have been in conversation with the previous Manipravalam treatises of Periyavaccan
Pillai and Pilllai Lokacarya in Chapters 2 and 3.

It is also clear that VVedantadesika does not intend only to bring both the Sanskrit and
Tamil scriptures into discussion but aims to harmonize these authorities. He further synthesizes
the scriptures with the acaryas’ teachings, which represent another norm of authority in the
Manipravalam sphere, in particular. In some cases, he even argues that the Alvars should be
considered more authoritative than the itihasa, and the itihasa statement should not be
contradictory to their models. The Pancaratra Samhitas remain one of the most authoritative
scriptures regarding the nature and definition of self-surrender, as in the Nikseparaksa.
However, in this text, Vedantadesika centers on aligning these texts with other authorities. |
chart his normative preference and attempt to harmonize all the authorities in the following
section.

Clooney comprehensively explores these three chapters on the secrets, Chapters 27-29,
in his book, The Truth, the Way, the Life: Christian Commentary on the Three Holy Mantras of
the Srivaispava Hindus (2008). There, he argues that these chapters on the three secrets are
central to the Rahasyatrayasaram. They not only expound the three secrets, but also capture

various interpretations on them, interwoven with the Srivaisnavas’ theology:
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Desika constantly reminds his readers that attention to even the details of the
Mantras must be placed in the context of a full appreciation of the overall
Srivaisnava faith perspective. He insists that the three Mantras cooperate in
shaping a Srivaisnava worldview, and thus need to be understood together; in a
number of texts, he introduces and praises them together.%%’
In the section that follows, | propose that the three secrets, which Clooney claims to be the
essence of the Rahasyatrayasaram, serve as the foundation for Vedantadesika’s systematization
of self-surrender and a tool to synthesize multiple authoritative sources on self-surrender. His

analysis of the three secrets is also immersed in the Manipravalam sphere and indebted to his

predecessors’ interpretations of them.

5.1.1 The Scriptural Synthesis
As we can see from the previous chapter, the authoritative passages in the Nikseparaksa are
drawn only from the Sanskrit scriptures of which the majority can be found in the
Prapannaparijata. On the other hand, Vedantadesika reduces the Sanskrit passages from the
Vedic and Upanisadic sources in the Rahasyatrayasaram, especially in the chapters related to
self-surrender and the three secrets (Chapters 8-12 and 27-29). Frequently, Vedantadesika
brings in the Tamil scriptures, especially the Tiruvaymoli, and itihasas, instead of the Sanskrit
ones, to balance the Sanskrit and Tamil scriptures. In what follows, | exemplify
Vedantadesika’s preference to the Tamil scriptures and his treatments on itihgsas in relation to
his arguments on self-surrender.

In Chapter 28 on the Dvaya, “I surrender at the two feet of Narayana with Sri. | pay

obeisance to Narayana with Sri” (“srimannarayanacaranau prapadye. srimate narayanaya

%7 1bid., 19.
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namak”), Vedantadesika accepts the view that Tiruvaymo/i 6.10.10 portrays Nammalvar’s self-
surrender:

‘I won’t part from you for an instant’ says SrT who rests on your chest,

lord of matchless fame, holder of the three worlds,

my king, master of Vénkatam

dear to peerless immortals and sages

with nowhere else to go, I’ve settled at your feet. 58

He also highlights the fact that Nammalvar explains the meaning of the Dvaya in the
Tiruvaymoli, especially Tiruvaymoli 4.1.1, “As the world watches those who once ruled as
kings beg with broken bowl in hand black dogs nipping at their heels. Quick, think now of
Tirunaranan’s feet;” Tiruvaymoli 7.2.11, “Those who master these ten from the thousand sung
on the banks of the sacred Porunal in praise of the feet of him dark as storm clouds, will be
swept up in a flood of bliss and will remain among celestials who are forever with him dark as
storm clouds;” and Tiruvaymoli 6.10.10.°%° He then draws the hermeneutic connection between
the Dvaya and Tiruvaymoli 6.10.10, in particular, stating that God’s qualities shown in the word
“narayapa” in the Dvaya are also summarized in the Tiruvaymo/i passage. Thus, Tiruvaymoli
6.10.10 and the Dvaya share the concept of surrender with God as the refuge:

All the meanings stated by the etymological interpretation in the chapter on the

Milamantra (Chapter 27) of the word “narayana,” which has already been

discussed here, are meant. However, for the word “narayana” in the first part

[of the Dvaya], [the qualities] which are summarized in the passage, “lord of

matchless fame” [Tiruvaymoli 6.10.10], by indicating that they pertain to His
(God’s) being the refuge, namely parental love (vatsalya), mastership

568 Translated by Venkatesan in Endless Song, 215. For the text, see Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 553.

%69 The two passages are translated by Venkatesan, 133 and 225. For the text, see Nalayirativviyappirapantam,
495 and 558. For Vedantadesika’s Rahasyatrayasaram, see the edition by Uttamur Viraraghavacharya (Madras:
Ubhayavedantagranthamala, 1980), vol. 1, 947-948: ittvayattip arthattai nammalvarum ‘tirunarayanan tal
kalam perac cintittuymmino’ enrum, ‘mutilvannan agiyaiy againtu aru/ citiy uyntavan’ enrum. ‘akalakillén’
mutalapa pradesankalilum aru/icceytar.
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(svamitva), excellence of disposition (sausilya), omniscience (sarvajfiatva),

omnipotence (sarvasaktitva), true will (satyasamkalpatva), supreme

compassion (paramakaruzikatva), gratitude (krtajfiatva), stability (sthiratva),

completion (paripzrpatva), supreme generosity (paramodara) and so on, are the

most predominant ones among those to be contemplated here.>"®

Moreover, following other Manipravalam authors, Vedantadesika treats itihasas as
illustrating the model practices for those who want to surrender to God. Specifically, he outlines
examples of those who surrender to God through the pretext and how God saves them from the
Mahabharata and Ramayaga in various chapters, especially in the chapters on the three secrets.
It should be noted that Vedantadesika places the Alvars’ practices at the top of the hierarchy of
authority and ranks the models from itihasas lower than those. The itihasas are authoritative,
but the Alvars’ lives and practices have more authority. This is evident when he asserts that the
rules according to castes should not be violated since even the Alvars follow them. The Alvars’
conformity to the rules of castes should be understood as the authority for the practices found
in itihasas as in the story of Vidura from the Mahabharata. Being a sizdra, the lowest caste,
Vidura serves food to Krsna who is a twice-born. Vidura’s act theoretically violates the rule
that a sizdra cannot cook food for the twice-born like Krsna (Visnu). However, Vidura does not
break the rule according to Vedantadesika. In fact, Vidura is allowed to do so since he has a

special quality based on being Visnu’s devotee. The episode is portrayed through the dialogue

between Krsna and Duryodhana who is criticizing Vidura as follows:

570 VVedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 967-968: inkurra narayanasabdattukku mizlamantradhikarattil
vyutpattika/alé conna artharka/ ellam vivaksitarika/ akilum parvakhandattil narayapasabdattukku sarapyataiyile
nokkanapatiyale ‘nikaril pukalay’ ityadikalile samgrhitankalana
vatsalyasvamitvasausilyasaulabhyasarvajiiatvasarvasaktitvasatyasamkalpatvaparamakararunikatvakytajiatva-
sthiratvapariparpatvaparamodaratvadika/ izku anusandhéyarika/il pradhanatamarika/.
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Duryodhana heard that “[Krsna] who has eaten among the best of the twice-born
sits on the supreme seat and eats the pure and nourishing food from Vidura”
[Mahabharata 411]. So, he asks [Krsna], “O Madhustidana, having passed me,
Bhisma, and Drona, what is the point of eating the food of the sizdra, Lord with
the lotus eyes?” [Mahabharata 423]. By replying, “Food of the enemies should
not be eaten, and one should not be caused to feed the enemies. O King, you hate
the Pandavas who are my life-breath” [Mahabharata 409], the Lord [Krsna]
agreed with Vidura’s particular birth (jati) as Duryodhana stated. However, [it
may be asked], is it not the case that eating food cooked by a sizdra is forbidden
for brahmanas and ksatriyas [...] The fact that [Vidura can prepare food for
Krsna] is suitable due to the statement of Vidura’s special quality as in “Vidura,
having become virtuous and pure, brings food [to Krsna]” [Mahabharata 411]
[...] Therefore, the service to God according to the eligibility through the
manner suitable to each birth, without abandoning various births but remaining,
is suitable to do.>™

Vedantadesika then explains that the story of Vidura should be understood as an exception since
he has a special quality that normal people do not have and thus cannot be used to overrule the
prohibition or to violate the rules according to castes. In the same manner, the Alvars’ conduct
that seems inappropriate to their castes indeed conform to the rules since they have great power
unlike devotees in general.>’2 Thus, devotees should not imitate the practices of these special

devotees such as Vidura and the Alvars. Vedantadesika’s argument here further suggests that

the Mahabharata should not be taken literally in some cases and cannot be applied entirely to

571 Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 743-744:
‘bhuktavatsu dvijagryésu nisappah paramasane | vidurannani bubhujé sucini gupavanti ca ||
enritaik kerru duryodhanan.
‘bhismadronav atikramya mam caiva madhusizdana | kim artham pundarikaksa bhuktam vrsa/abhojanam’ enru
kerka,
‘dvisadannam na bhoktavyam dvisantam naiva bhojayeét | pandavan dvisase rajan mama pranda hi pandavah ||’
enru uttaram aru/icceykaiyale srividurarukku duryodhanan compa jativisésattai bhagavan icaintan ayirru.

anal brahmanarkkum ksatriyarkkum sidrapuraiya pakvannattai bhujikkai nisiddham anré /...J itu,
‘Sucis tu prayato bhatva viduro ‘nnam upaharat’ enru srividurarugaiya gupavisesanka/ collukaiyale sicitam [...]
akaiyalé tam tam jatika/ai vizate ninru avvo jatikaJukku ucitaprakriyaiyale yathadhikaram bhagavatkairikaryam
pazna praptam. For the Mahabharata passages, see vol. 6, 365, 366, and 375.
572 Ibid., 748: “The particular ways of conduct of the Alvars who have greater power than Vidura and others are
not examples for our performance. If one investigates their conduct, there is no violation of the rules according to
one’s own birth.” (viduradika/um utkyszaprabhavaranpa alvarkajugaiya vrttantavisesasika/ai nam anuszhanattukku
drstantamakkal akatu. avarka/ vrttantasika/aiyum arayntal svajatiniyamattaik kazantamaiy illai).
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the practices of those who surrender to God. Alternatively, the practices in the Mahabharata
must be justified by and conform to the Alvars’ practices.

Vedantadesika treats the Ramayana differently, affirming that the Ramayara shows the
perfect practices of the main characters who represent various agents in the surrendering
process: Rama is God, Visnu-Narayana; Sita is God’s consort, Sr1, who acts as the mediator in
surrender, and the other characters, such as Laksmana, Vibhisana, and Hanuman are those who
surrender to God. Thus, the Ramayana functions as a guide for the perfect surrender.5”3
Vedantadesika defines the Ramayapa as “the essence of taking refuge” (saranagati) and
transform it into self-surrender literature in the Rahasyatrayasaram.>’* It should be noted that
he was not the first one to do so and that his argument here is likely indebted to Periyavaccan
Pillai, who elaborately argues that the Ramayapa is all about self-surrender in his
Parantarahasyam.>”

For example, in Chapter 11 on the division of subsidiaries of self-surrender
(parikaravibhaga), Vedantadesika defines the five auxiliaries of self-surrender or the offering
of oneself (atmaniksepa) based on what we have seen in the Laksmitantra, in Chapter 17.576 As
in the Nikseparaksa, he maintains the position here that the laying down of oneself is the

predominant means and other components are the auxiliaries.®’” This is supported by the

573 |t might be the case that Vedantadesika was also influenced by the notion found in Pillai Lokacarya’s
Srivacanabhiisanam that the Mahabharata gives knowledge on God’s excellence while the Ramayana
communicates the greatness of the devotee like Sita (Mumme, “Ramayana Exegesis in Tenkalai Srivainavism,”
205). Based on this notion, the Ramayana not the Mahabharata should be followed by the devotees as
Vedantadesika indicates.

574 Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 656: “Valmiki composed the statements, ‘She is able to protect
the demonesses from the great fear’ [Ramayana 5.25.31] and ‘She is able to protect the group of demonesses
from Rama’ [Ramayana, untraceable], in the first poetry (adikavya) which is the essence of taking refuge.”
(“alam esa paritratum raksasyo mahato bhayat” eprum, “alam ésa paritratum raghavad raksasigazam” eprum
srivalmikibhagavar saranagatisaramana adikavyattile nibandhittan). For the Ramayana passage, see vol. 5, 208.
575 Section 2.1.2.

576 See Laksmitantra 17.53-63, 57, and 17.66-74, 57-58. See also Chapter 4.

577 Section 4.2.
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passage from the Laksmitantra, 17.75, “offering (nyasa) which is synonymous with laying
down (niksepa) joined with five auxiliaries is called abandonment (tyaga) and also taking
refuge (sarapagati),”>’® which can be found in the Prapannaparijata also.>”® The auxiliaries
are as follows: the will to please God (anukiilyasamkalpa), the avoidance of hostility
(pratikalyavarjana), wretchedness (karpanya), faith that God will protect (raksisyatiti visvasa),
choosing God as the protector (goptrtvavarara). Then, he draws the parallel between the five
auxiliaries of self-surrender in the Laksmitantra passage and the Ramayapa passages.
According to Vedantadesika, the Ramayana passages, 5.25.28 and 30-31, center around Sita
and the demonesses who detain Sita in the garden in Lanka according to the order of Ravana
who kidnapped Sita from Rama.® Instead of assigning these auxiliaries to the context of
surrendering to God in the form of Rama, Vedantadesika describes them as the components in

the context in which the demonesses take refuge with S or Sita in the Ramayana:

This meaning [of the five auxiliaries of self-surrender] is seen in the
statement that Trijata who has pure nature stated to the raksasts, “Come take Sr1
as refuge.”

“Enough with your cruel words” [Ramayapa 5.25.28] states the
avoidance of hostility.

By the statement, “Say only gentle [words]” [Ramayana 5.25.28], what
Is implied is the will to please [God] since there is no verbal activity that is not
preceded by the mind.

Since “The terrible fear of Rama has befallen the raksasis” [Ramayana
5.25.30] refers to the state of being without a path, what is stated are helplessness
(akinicanya), which is a qualification [for self-surrender], and wretchedness
(karpanya) which is the auxiliary [of helplessness] in the form of being without
pride and other [qualities] that occurs by means of contemplating that
[helplessness].

Since Hanuman reiterated that “She is able to protect the raksasis from
great fear” [Ramayana 5.25.30]” after [Trijata] stated it herself, “She is able to

578 Laksmitantra 17.75, 58: “niksepaparaparyayo nyasak pafcangasamyutah | samnyasas tyaga ity uktas
sarapagatir ityapi ||”

579 Section 2.1.2.

%80 Ramayapa 5.25.28 and 30-31, vol. 5, 208.
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protect the raksaszs from great fear” [Ramayana 5.25.31], she [Sri] is able to
protect, having abated God’s anger even though He wants to punish someone.
Therefore, [through the passage,] the faith that “She will protect” is stated.

What is stated through [these passages] is choosing [Sri] as the protector,
“Let us beg Sita. This is suitable for me” [Ramayana 5.25.28], “Even you have
threatened Her before, ask now! There is no use wanting to ask if She will protect
[because She will definitely protect you]” [Ramayana 5.25.30]

The laying down of oneself (atmaniksepa), which is the predominant
component of these five [auxiliaries], is meant by the word “those who submit”
(pranipata) that refers to a particular cause of favor as in, “Sita, the daughter of
Janaka, favors those who submit [to Her]” [Ramayana 5.25.31].

Thus, the meaning of the scripture [Laksmitantra 17.75], “offering
(nyasa) joined with five auxiliaries” is complete here [in the Ramayana].5®!

This elaborate passage aims at harmonizing the Ra@mayana and the Pancaratra Sambhitas by
showing that both passages define self-surrender along with its auxiliaries. Although
Vedantadesika still resorts to the Pancaratra Samhitas as the significant source for the
description of self-surrender, he highlights the fact that they are in accordance with the itihasa.
In what follows, we see more examples of how Vedantadesika synthesizes different sets of
authorities, especially the scriptures and authoritative figures.

The use of both norms is evident, for example, in his discussion on the qualifications of

those who are eligible for the performance of self-surrender, namely helplessness and the state

%81 VVedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 360-363 (emphasis mine): ivvartham, ‘pirastiyai saranamakap
parra varurnkal’ epru sattvikaprakrtiyana trijazai raksasika/ukkuc collukira vakyattilum kanalam. “tad alam
kizravakyair vah” enru pratikalyavarjanam collappagratu. “santvam éeva abhidhiyatam” enkaiyale
mana/kpirvakamakav allatu vakyapravrttiy illamaiyalé anukilyasasnkalpam akysram ayirru.

‘raghavad hi bhayam gharam raksasanam upasthitam’ enru pokkarru nirkira nilaiyaic collukaiyale
adhikaramapa akizicanyamum, atinugaiya anusandhanamukhattale vanta garvahanyadiripamay asgamana
karpanyamum collirrayirru.

“alam esa paritratum raksasyo mahato bhayat” enkaiyalum ittai vivarittuk konzu “alam esa paritratum
raksasyo mahato bhayat” enru tiruvari anuvadikkaiyalum, peruma/ oruttapai nigrahikkapparkkilum
avarcizrattaiyarri ival raksikka vallava/ akaiyale raksiyatiti visvasam collappagsatu.

“abhiyacama vaidehim etad hi mama rocate”, “bhartur satam api yacadhvam raksasyah Kim
vivaksaya” enkaiyale goptrtvavaragam collizrayirru.

ivvaintukkum argiyapa atmaniksepam, “pranipataprasanna hi maithili janakatmaja” enru
prasadakarapavisesattaic collukira prazipatasabdattale vivaksitam ayirru. akaiyal “nyasah paicangasamyutah”
enkira sastrartham inke piarpam.
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of having no other means. In this case, Vedantadesika first argues that these qualifications are
proclaimed in the scriptures, namely Ramayana 6.38.30 and Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.30.582
Then, he relies on Nammalvar and Yamuna as the representation of authoritative figures.
According to Vedantadesika, both of them also announced the two qualifications in their works
as shown in Nammalvar’s Tiruvaymol/i 6.10.10 and Yamuna’s Stotraratna 22, respectively:°3

The specificity of the eligibility for self-surrender is established by the

authoritative passages and the tradition, beginning with, “Being abandoned by

his father, gods, and great sages, He [Kakasura] wandered around the three

worlds before taking refuge only with Rama” [Ramayana 6.38.30], “I am the

abode of sins. I am unworthy and have no other means” [Ahirbudhnyasamhita

37.30], “I am unworthy, and I have no other means. My refuge!” [Stotraratna

22] [...] “with nowhere else to go, I’ve [settled at your feet.]” [Tiruvaymoli

6.10.10].%8

Vedantadesika further refers to the influence of previous acaryas, especially the Kafict
acaryas. In Chapter 24 on the means to be accomplished (sadhyopaya), Vedantadesika claims
that the Kafici acaryas such as Srivisnucitta (Periyalvar), Vadihamsabuvaha (Atreya
Ramanuja), and Varadacarya (Vatsya Varadaguru) agreed with his view of self-surrender as

they also viewed that self-surrender which has the form of the offering of the protection of

oneself to God is the predominate means among all auxiliaries of self-surrender.%% Among the

%82 Ramayana 6.38.30, vol. 5, 275, and Ahirbudhnyasamhita 37.30, vol. 2, 370. See section 2.1.2.

%83 For the whole Tiruvaymoli passage, see the beginning of this section. Yamuna, Stotraratna 22, 74. See also
section 1.3.

584 \vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 349: ipprapattyadhikaravisésam

sa pitra ca parityaktas surais ca samaharsibhif | trin lokan samparikramya tam éva sararam gatar ||

aham asmy aparadhanam alayo kificano ’gatih, akificano *nanyagatis saranya,
anagatanantakalasamiksayapyadrstasantaropayak [ ...] “pukalonrilla atiyen™ eprivai mutalan
pramapasampradayarikalalé siddham.

585 \/edantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 692: “Thus, acaryas such as Srivisnucitta, Vadihamsabuvaha,
and Varadacarya summarized that only the offering of the burden of protecting oneself (atmaraksabharanyasa)
that possesses the five auxiliaries is the primary injunction in all the texts on self-surrender (prapattisastra).”
(ippari angaparicakasampannamana atmaraksabharanyasameé prapattisastram ellav azrilum
pradhanamapavidheyam enru srivisnucittavadihamsambuvahavaradacaryadika/ samgrahittarka/).
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Kafci acaryas, Vatsya Varadaguru who is known as Natatar Ammal under his Tamil name, has
the most influence on Vedantadesika’s systematization of self-surrender. In Chapter 12,
Vedantadesika provides Vatsya Varadguru’s teaching on self-surrender and its five auxiliaries:
The summary stated by Natatar Ammal for the performance [of self-surrender]
with its auxiliaries is as follows: | have been wandering in the transmigration
due to performing the conduct that displeases You, God, since the beginning of
time; | am obliged to be the one who is pleasing to [You] from now on
(anukiilyasamkalpa); | shall not act in a displeasing manner (pratikiilyavarjana);
there is no single means for reaching you in my hand (karpanya); | have
determined that You, God, alone are the means (raksisyatiti visvasa); | need You
alone as the means (goptrtvavarapa); Now, is there any burden [left] for me
regarding the cessation of what is undesirable and attainment of what is
desirable? [To answer, there is no burden left].58¢
The fact that it is referred to here and not in his Sanskrit treatise suggests that the reference to
the acaryas’ teaching is more habituated to the Manipravalam expressivity than the Sanskrit
one. This kind of teaching was possibly handed down orally and recorded by Vedantadesika
here in the Rahasyatrayasaram. Vedantadesika likely employs this teaching with an intention
to synthesize various views on self-surrender and harmonize them together through the view of
authorities like Vatsya Varadaguru. Speaking from the perspective of the audience, it might be
the case that he highlights itihasas and acaryas’ teachings and does not dominate the

discussions with the Vedic or Upanisadic sources to make the discussions more accessible to

even those who do not receive Vedic education.

586 \Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 417-418: issanganusthanattukku nagatiaramma/ aruficceyyum
curukku—-“anadikalam tévarirukku anistacarazam pannukaiyale samsarittup pontép; inru mutal anukilanay
vartikkak karaven; pratikilacarapam pannakkazaver aller; tevariraip perukaikku ep kaiyil oru kaimmutal illai;
tevariraiye upayamaka arutiyiszen, tevarire upayamaka vepum, aniszanivrttiyil atal iszapraptiyil atal enakku ini
bharam unto?” enru.
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5.1.2 Immersing in the Three Secrets

Vedantadesika’s interpretation of the three secrets is immersed in the discussions of the
previous Manipravalam authors and specifically directed to the followers. As | have shown
earlier, the three secrets represent one of the norms in the Manipravalam soteriology of self-
surrender, but they do not receive the same attention in the Sanskrit treatises. Participating in
the Manipravalam sphere, Vedantadesika presents the three secrets as the essence of the
Rahasyatrayasaram in Chapters 27—-29 and another authority, one that is in accordance with
other authoritative sources. In this section, | illustrate how he integrates the doctrinal
systematization of self-surrender into this normative paradigm to reveal the function and nature
of self-surrender as well as the relationship between God and the soul, which is central to the
soteriological process.

Vedantadesika assigns different roles to each of the three secrets in Chapter 27. The
Tirumantra makes known the hierarchical relationship between the subordinate soul and God
who is the Supreme Person. Then, the Caramasloka serves as an instruction of self-surrender.
Finally, the Dvaya makes one reach the goal of liberation by just uttering it once.%® It should
be noted that the functions of the first two secrets correspond to what Periyavaccan Pillai states
in the Parantarahasyam. However, Vedantadesika claims that the Caramasloka enjoins self-

surrender instead of indicating the result as Periyavaccan Pillai states. This supports my

%87 \Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 817-818: “Tirumantra is the [authoritative] vessel because it
gives the true desire after clarifying the pure nature [of the soul for whom] the state of being subordinate to the
supreme is the only pleasure [...] The Caramasloka which is the culmination of the teaching of the means is the
nourisher in such a way that nothing is left to be listened to because it is the cause for the increase of a particular
knowledge that is the way in which to endeavor in the ultimate means. The Dvaya is the nourishment because it
causes one to become successful through a true contemplation along with being the cause of the supreme human
goal by a single utterance.” ([...] parasésasaikarasamana parisuddhasvarapattai ve/iyiffu sattalabhattaip
paznukaiyale tirumantram dharakam. caramopayattile pravartikkum pasiyana jiianavisesopacayahétuv akaiyale
srotavyasésam illatapari upayopadésaparyavasanamana caramaslokam pasakam. sakrduccaranattale
paramapurusarthahétuvayk kopru sadanusandhanattale krtarthanakkukaiyale dvayam bhogyam).
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argument that Vedantadesika focuses on validating self-surrender by using the Caramasloka as
the main injunction as he does in the Nikseparaksa.

Chapter 27 begins with four Sanskrit verses that encapsulate the Milamantra or
Tirumantra.58 The first verse outlines the meanings of parts, namely “aum,” “I pay obeisance,”
and “to Narayana,” but does not state the whole Mulamantra. This practice of spelling out each
part of a secret without stating the mantra in a complete form can be traced back to Parasara
Bhattar’s Astasloki, the predecessor of the rahasyagranthas.>® By doing so, the secret remains
“rahasya” that requires proper teachings.®®® The Miilamantra is stated to be given by the
acaryas and is involved in the offering of the burden (bharanyasa) that culminates in servitude
(kirikara) to God:

First, there is, “aum.”

After, there is the heart [of the Miilamantra, meaning namas].

Then, there is, “For Narayana.”

The step is stated by the transmission of those who know [the words]

along with its meaning, given by the acaryas.

God accepts the burden of protecting

on behalf of us whose minds are weak.
May He quickly get rid of all obstacles to the sovereignty of servitude. 5%

The next verse refers to God in the form of Krsna, the giver of the Carama$loka.>®? The

%8 According to Clooney, these verses are likely meant for memorization or changing the mode of writing to
attract the attention of the audience who seems to be knowledgably in either Tamil or Sanskrit or both (The
Truth, the Way, the Life, 124-131).

%89 |bid., 35.

590 Clooney comments that “rahasya” “indicates a body of meaning/s that become available — to those who take
to heart and receive humbly wisdom that has been transmitted from generation to generation by teachers and that
has been encoded in the Mantra as properly read in accord with tradition” (ibid., 24).

59! Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 813:

taram parvam tadanu hrdayam tat ca narayanaya iti amnayoktam padam avayatam sartham acaryadattam |
angikurvan alasamanasam atmaraksabharam nah ksipram devah Ksipatu nikhilan kinkaraisvaryavighnan ||

59 |bid., 814: “May He, the ascetic who dwells in Badarika, the friend of good people, protect the merit of the
Krta Age (the first of the four ages of the world), by proclaiming for us [the doctrine of] following one’s own
duty (svadharma), while humans and others are listening intently, having approached the excellent ancient
chariot of eight wheels.”
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following verse communicates that this secret contains the meanings of the Vedas and smrtis
for the sake of establishing it in Vedic orthodoxy. The final opening Sanskrit verse confirms
the important role of the teacher who revealed the entire meaning, hidden in the Milamantra.>
Note that Vedantadesika usually refers to the secret with the word “mantra” in the
Rahasyatrayasaram.

The final Tamil verse in Chapter 27 communicates that the Malamantra is to be used in
the context of seeking service to God and reveals the steps through which “we” or the
Srivaisnava followers attain service to God, stop other activities in life, join with the feet of
God, and continue reciting the Miilamantra. This is the means to attain all of the service desired
even by the immortals, God’s eternal servants (nityasiiris).>®** The ending Sanskrit verse
reiterates each part of the Milamantra and states that it contains the essential meanings
regarding the self, “namely, the truth, the beneficial thing, and the aim” based on the Vedas and
Upanisads as follows:

Thus, the Milamantra is composed of three words: one, two, and five-syllabic.
This mantra contains three meanings that are the essence of the self,

(kalyanam avahatu kartuyugam svadharmam prakhyapayan pranihitesu naradikesu |

adyam kamapi adhigato ratham astacakram bandhuh satam badarikasramatapaso nah ||).

5% 1bid., 815: “The great mantra contains entirely inside it the speeches, belonging to the Vedas and relating to
the Vedas. | pay obeisance to that great mantra, the head of the pervading mantras.”

(yadantahsthamaseséna vanmayam vedavaidikam | tasmai vyapakamukhyaya mantraya mahate namai ||)

and

“In this world, a certain person experiences entirely the meaning, hidden in the Miillamantra, in the same way
that a person experiences a treasure, embedded in the base of a crystal, by the eye that is given by the teacher.”
(tha mulamantrasamvrtamartham aséséna kascid anubhavati | sphurikatalanihitanidhim iva désikadattena
caksusa jantuh |)).

5% Ibid., 928:

“We reached service for no one but the protector who is exalted.

We ceased the ignorance of living.

We joined with the feet of Narayana, the pervading One.

We then recite the good prayer that seeks all desirable service for the eternal devotees (Nityastris).”
(uyarntapan kavalan allarkku urimai turantu uyirday

mayarntamai tirntu marru or vall inri ataikkalamay

payantavap naranan patankal cérntu pala atiyar

nayanta kurréval ellam nagunap manu otiname).
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namely, the truth, the beneficial thing, and the goal.

It has, in the beginning, the origin of the Vedas that is the three letters.

It has the word that does not lose its three meanings,

namely, the gross, the subtle, and the Supreme.

It has that which is the culmination of the three [Vedas, i.e., the Upanisads].

It grants to good people the cessation of the three qualities.>%

To support the authoritative status of the Tirumantra, Vedantadesika identifies it as a
part of Vedic orthodoxy and relies on authoritative texts from various sources to interpret it,
including the Brahmasitra, the Mahabharata, the Naradiya, and the Tamil poems of the
Alvars. He further points out that the secret might also be rooted in the Tantric sources such as
the Paficaratra Sambhitas, especially the Ahirbudhnyasamhita, Chapter 52, from which he draws
verses 2-34 to elucidate the meaning of the word “I pay obeisance.”%

The opening Sanskrit verse in Chapter 28 describes the Dvaya as “the mantra for taking
refuge (Sarandagati) with the Companion of the Lady on the lotus (Visnu).”%%" The ending Tamil
verse communicates the performance of the Dvaya, which is to be sung in taking refuge with
God. The goal of singing the Dvaya and taking refuge here is service:

We sung the two-line prayer that is to be recited.

We grasped as refuge the two feet of Tirumal (Visnu) who helps us through His

grace.

We approached our Lord of the Lady on the lotus (Sri).
We then contemplate the way of attaining all service,

5% |bid., 929: ittham sangharitak padais tribhir asav ékadvipaiicaksaraih arthaistattvahitaprayojanamayais
adyatmasarais tribhih | adyastryaksaravédasitirajahatsthilladivrttitrayah traigunyaprasamam prayacchati
satam trayyantasarso manuf ||

5% For the verses, see Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 840-841.

597 |bid., 931:

“Being heard, it pervades the periphery of the person who has done what ought to be done.

Being recited, it shows the state of the one who has attained the goal.

It becomes the dawn to the night time of transmigration.

It is the mantra for taking refuge (sarandgati) with the Companion of the Lady on the lotus.”

(@karnito vitanute krtakrtyakaksyam amrédito disati yas ca krtarthabhavam |

pratyiisatam bhajati samsrtikalaratréh padmasahayasaranagatimantra ésah ||).

257



in the land of brightness and goodness, along with the faultless realization.>%

Finally, the ending Sanskrit verse proclaims the authority of the Upanisads and validates the
recitation of the Dvaya in the context of taking refuge as the highest means to liberation.5%
Following other rahasyagrathas, Vedantadesika views the Dvaya as the performance of
the Tirumantra.5% Like the Tirumantra, the Dvaya is authoritative as it can be regarded as both
Vedic and Tantric but when it is from the Upanisads, it is Vedic. However, the Dvaya, which

is taught by God in the Paficaratra Samhitas like the Sriprasnasamhita, is Tantric:

The Dvaya clearly communicates a particular means stated implicitly or
explicitly in the middle word (“l pay obeisance”) in the Tirumantra and a
particular human goal stated as a result in the third word (“for Narayana”) of the
Tirumantra. It is a Tantric mantra rooted in sruti since the mantra is enjoined to
be contemplated and recited separately in the Karavalli Upanisad and then it is
stated in Sriprasnasamhita and other texts in the section on varzas and so on.
What is said by some people that it [the Dvaya] is the teaching of previous
acaryas is for the purpose of paying respect that it [the Dvaya] is taught by
noteworthy people and of saying that it is in the scriptures [Paficaratra Sambhitas]
of God, the Lord of all, who is the supreme teacher. It is just so.5%!

5% |bid., 1021:

otum iranfai icaittu aru/al utavum tirumal
patam iraptum caran epa parri nam pankayattal
natanai nanni nalam tikal nattil atimai ellam
kotu il uparttiyuzap kol/lumaru kurittaname.

5% Ibid., 1023:

“There is no scripture higher than the Upanisads. There is no truth higher than the Killer of Madu
(Krsna). There is no one worthy other than His devotees (bhaktas). There is no pure abode other than those that
are dear to the devotees.

There is nothing that gives a good health other than pure things. There is no cause of awakening other
than worshipping the wise One. There is no happiness other than liberation. There is no means to peace other
than praying the Dvaya.” (na védantac chastram na madhumathanat tattvam adhikam na tadbhaktat tirtham na
tadabhimatat sattvikapadam | na sattvad arogyam na budhabhajanad bodhajanakam na muktais saukhyam na
dvayavacanata/ ksémakaranam ||).

600 See Clooney, The Truth, the Way, the Life, Chapter 3.

601 VVedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 933: tirumantrattil madhyamapadattil arthamakavatal
sabdamakavatal copna upayavisésattaiyum, itin phalamakat tytiyapadattiz conra purusarthavisésattaiyum
visadamakap prakasippikkiratu dvayam. itu karhavalliyile piriyavatic certtu anusandhikka vidhikkaiyalum,
bhagavaccastrattile sriprasnasamhitadika/ile varpoddharadika/um pannip pratipadikkaiyalum srutimizZlamara
tantrikamantram. ittaip parvacaryavakyam epru cilar copna atuvum—aptar upadesittar enru adarikkaikkakav
atal, paramacaryanana sarvesvarap bhagavaccastrattile aru/icceykaiyaley atalam attapai.
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Finally, Chapter 29 introduces the Caramasloka with two Sanskrit verses. The first verse
proposes that the Caramasloka is an Upanisadic injunction to perform self-surrender to Krsna
who gave the verse due to His compassion. The other verse interprets the Caramasloka, first
explaining that the Srivaisnavas, referred to by the pronoun “we,” grieve due to the means to
liberation that are not possible for them. Seeing the grief, Krsna offers Himself as a means that
is easy to the followers.

Krsna exists inside the Upanisads.

From Krsna who is the boundless ocean of compassion,

the stanza itself, by which the sorrow of mankind is destroyed, was born.

By the injunction, we took refuge with Krsna, the eternal virtue (dharma).

With our sins destroyed and doubts as well as sorrows abandoned,

we then become happy .52

By many paths that are difficult to understand, are inaccessible due to
injunctions, possess a resting place far away, and are not suitable for simple
people, we grieve.

For us, the charioteer who is the leader of all becomes the easy path.

He who desires to lead us to His own feet unimpededly, by His own abundance,

knows a certain true provision for a journey.5%

He then divides the Caramasloka into two main parts. The first part consists of the first
line, “Having abandoned all dharmas, come to Me alone as refuge,” and the second line
constitutes the second part, “I will free you from all sins. Do not grieve.” The first part states

what Arjuna should do while the second part communicates the result and God’s role in the

same manner as in the interpretations of Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai Lokacarya.

602 |bid., 1025:

ya upanisadamante yasmad anantadayambudheh trutitajanatasokah slokah svayam samajayata |

tam iha vidhind krsnam dharmam prapadya sanatanam samitaduritah sankatarnkatyajah sukhamdasmahe ||
603 |bid., 1026:

durvijiianair niyamagahanaih durivisrantidesaih balanarhair bahubhir ayanaih Socatam nah supanthah |
Nispratyitham nijapadam asau netukamah svabhamna satpatheyam kim api vidadhe sarathih sarvaneta ||
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Vedantadesika pays more attention to the first part, whose interpretation seems to be heavily
debated. To illustrate, he lists all of the meanings accepted by the community for the phrase,
“Having abandoned all dharmas,” at the end of his analysis on this part as follows:

The meanings of the words that state the abandonment of all dharmas which are

accepted by good people are as follows: The eligibility is the incapability to

perform; the procedure is being worthless; dharmas are not auxiliaries; [self-
surrender is] the prevention of effort to perform what is impossible and the
pacification of one’s desire towards doing other means as communicated by the

rule of Brahma missile [that cannot be used with other means].®%

Vedantadesika then construes “come to me alone as refuge” as the main injunction. At
the same time, the statement says that God is the refuge and the accomplished means while self-
surrender is the means that needs to be accomplished by an eligible person. Vedantadesika’s
classification of the accomplished means and the means to be accomplished must have been
influenced by his predecessors’ discussions such as those of Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai
Lokacarya. According to Vedantadesika, the phrase “Me alone” points to God, the
accomplished means, and “come [to Me] as refuge” refers to the means to be accomplished,

which is self-surrender.5%

In addition to the chapters on the three secrets, Vedantadesika systematizes self-

804 |bid., 1071:

1. ato ’saktadhikaratvam 2. akificanyapuraskriya | 3. anangabhavo dharmanam 4. asakyarambhavaranam ||

5. tat pratyasaprasamanam 6. brahmastranyayasucanam | sarvadharmaparityagasabdarthas sadhusammatah ||
The principle of the Brahma missile (astra) is derived from the Ramayana scene when Ravana’s demonic army
tied Rama’s emissary, Hanuman, with the Brahma missile to render him helpless. However, the missile is
effective only when it is used solely. Thus, it slipped off when the demonic army tied Hanuman with other ties,
not trusting the power of the Brahma missile alone. See also Chapter 4 for Brahma missile.

605 Ibid., 1074: “Thus, the statement ‘Me alone’ shows the accomplished means who does not need

anything else except the offering of the burden preceded by the request for protection according to

injunctions in case of the eligible person who is helpless. The means to be accomplished for the sake of
gaining God’s favor is shown through the injunction ‘Come to refuge.’ (ippati akisicananana

adhikarikku yathavidhi raksapeksaparvikabharanyasattaiy oliya veronral apéksaiyillata siddhopayattai

‘mam ekam’ enru Katti atipuraiya vasikaranarthamana sadhyopayattai ‘sarapam vraja’ enru vidhiyalée
kagtukiratu).
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surrender mainly in Chapters 7—12 in which he draws together and advances what we have seen
to harmonize different views of self-surrender proposed by other authors previously

investigated.

5.2 The Sanskrit and Manipravalam Streams of Self-surrender

In this section, | focus on Chapter 7-12 of the Rahasyatrayasaram in which Vedantadesika
systematically expounds his version of self-surrender. I argue that he develops his system of
self-surrender by synthesizing various Sanskrit and Manipravalam sets of terminology and
concepts regarding self-surrender. Vedantadesika’s self-surrender reflects the culmination of
multiple strands and expressions of self-surrender, resulting in the doctrinal collectivity that
accommodates and balances the roles of bhakti, self-surrender, and God. It resolves the
divergence created by the other authors, especially Meghanadaristri who promotes the active
function of self-surrender and likens it to bhakti and Pillai Lokacarya who prioritizes the role
of God and highlights the passive role of self-surrender. My argument here is influenced by
Mumme’s study, but it differs. While Mumme views that there remains the clear distinction
between the Srirangam authors’ emphasis on God as the agent and means to liberation and the
insistence that the soul has to actively perform self-surrender from the Kafici acaryas, including
Vedantadesika,®% | contend that Vedantadesika aims to propose a collective theology that
highlights both God’s autonomy and the soul’s agency in the soteriological journey. His
theological harmonization in this Manipravalam treatise agrees with my argument that

Manipravalam is the primary medium for the theological collectivity of self-surrender, which

in turn allows the communal imagination of the Srivaisnavas’ unity that we will see in the third

606 Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 187.
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section of this chapter.

| also account for the similarity and difference between Vedantadesika’s
Rahasyatrayasaram and Nikseparaksa to show the boundaries between the Manipravalam and
Sanskrit spheres. Although the Rahasyatrayasaram and Nikseparaksa share many similar
arguments and concerns, the Rahasyatrayasaram is much more comprehensive than
Nikseparaksa when it comes to the doctrine of self-surrender and clearly participates in the
Manipravalam discussions. To elaborate, similar to what we see in the Nikseparaksa,
Vedantadesika defines self-surrender as the means to be done (sadhya) by an eligible person
who desires liberation. However, unlike the Nikseparaksa which is limited to the Sanskrit
sphere, the soteriological expression in the Rahasyatrayasaram presents clear influence from
both the previous Sanskrit and also other Manipravalam literature. Being a part of the
Manipravalam sphere like other rahasyagranthas, the Rahasyatrayasaram is meant to prove
that self-surrender is the best means to liberation and is open to all. In addition, Vedantadesika
introduces new terminology and complicates the already existing theological concept to resolve
the tension between God and other means, resulting in the more expansive expression of self-
surrender in the Rahasyatrayasaram. Thus, his system of self-surrender is both the combination
of the strands of self-surrender we have investigated as well as the most expansive one thanks
to his innovation.

In section 5.2.1, | indicate that although Vedantadesika maintains that both self-
surrender and bhakti are valid means and that self-surrender can be used in place of bhakti as
in the Nikseparaksa, he clearly differentiates these two means and prefers self-surrender over
bhakti as other Manipravalam treatises do. The next section illustrates that Vedantadesika’s

system of self-surrender is very much dominated by the autonomy of God, the argument that is
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in line with those in the Manipravalam literature of Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai Lokacarya.

We can see his innovative attempts in both cases.

5.2.1 The Superiority of Self-surrender

In the Rahasyatrayasaram, as in the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika maintains the soteriological
status of both bhakti and self-surrender, stressing that they are optional means to liberation. He
also insists on the distinction between the two, especially in terms of eligibility of each means.
However, unlike in the Nikseparaksa in which Vedantadesika claims that the two means are
equivalent in their soteriological status, he suggests here, like other Manipravalam authors, that
self-surrender is better than bhakti as it is easier to be performed and gives liberation faster.
Importantly, Vedantadesika expands the expression of self-surrender by inventing a new set of
terminology to reverse the previous binary paradigm that centers on bhakti rather than self-
surrender. Instead of likening self-surrender to sacrificial ritual understood by a Mimamsa
model, Vedantadesika characterizes self-surrender as “a particular contemplation of the
subordination [of oneself] qualified by the total dependence of which the offering of the burden
is the predominant,” highlighting the hierarchical relationship between the soul and God which
is the essence of self-surrender.5%

According to Vedantadesika, bhakti and self-surrender can be options since they give
the same result that is liberation. Thus, each person can perform either of them for liberation
depending on one’s eligibility. Vedantadesika supports the argument on the optional relation
between self-surrender and bhakti with the passages from Brahmasatra 3.3.56-57, which

justify that self-surrender and bhakti can be optional since they are named differently and have

607 VVedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 354: bharanyasapradhara
atyantaparatantryavisistasésatvanusandhanavisésam.
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the same result, according to Vedantadesika’s interpretation:%

In this way, self-surrender and bhakti must be optional because they have the
same result regarding a particular eligible person. The distinction in eligibility
is established for them as described in, “There are various [Upanisadic means]
due to their different names and other [characteristics]” [Brahmasitra 3.3.56].
Option in eligibility is established as stated in, “There is option because their
results are not different” [Brahmasitra 3.3.57].6%°

Vedantadesika then differentiates these two means based on the difference of their
eligibility. In Chapter 10, he points out that the knowledge of the soul’s subordination to God
is required for the performance of both bhakti and self-surrender. However, to become eligible
to perform self-surrender requires special qualifications, namely helplessness to perform other
means to liberation and the state of having no other means. The two qualifications can be
understood as follows:

In case of the one who desires liberation, the knowledge of the relationship

[between God and the soul] produced by scripture is the common to those who

are upasakas (those who perform bhakti) and the one who is devoted to a

particular means to liberation which has the form of independent self-surrender.

[However,] the state of having no other means and helplessness are special

qualifications for the one who surrenders. Helplessness means the absence of

capability [to perform] other means. The state of having no other means refers

to the aversion to other goals and refuges.®°

In Chapter 8, Vedantadesika further explains the distinction between these two means

through two different sets of terminology. He inherits the first set from Vatsya Varadaguru and

68 For the Brahmasitra passages, see 756—757.

609 Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 332—333: ippayi prapattikkum bhaktikkum adhikarivisésattaip
parrit tulyaphalatvam untakaiyale vikalpamakak kazavatu. ivarrukku “nana sabdadibhédat” enkira
adhikaranattilé bhédam siddham. “vikalpo 'visistaphalatvat” enkira adhikarapattilé vikalpamum siddham.

610 |bid., 342-345: inku mumuksutvam untay svatantraprapattirizpamoksopayavisésanisthapukku
sastrajanyasambandhajiianadika/ upasakanatu sadharanamay irukka visesitta adhikaram — tapnuraiya
akiricanyamum ananyagatitvamum. akizicanyam avatu - upayantarasamarthyabhavam. ananyagatitvam gvatu -
prayojanantaravaimukhyam sarapyantaravaimukhyam akavumam.
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invents the other based on Vatsya Varadaguru’s model. In his Sanskrit verse, Vedantadesika
characterizes auxiliary self-surrender as bhakti that is the means (sadhanabhakti) and
independent self-surrender as self-surrender that has bhakti as the result (phalabhakti). Note
that bhakti in the latter form of self-surrender denotes devotion and not the soteriological bhakti.
Although the actual terms used by Vedantadesika are slightly different from those found in
Vatsya Varadaguru’s Prapannaparijata, namely bhakti as the means (upayabhakti) and bhakti
as the goal (sadhyabhakti), they clearly have the same meanings, referring to the means and the
result: “Those [who perform] self-surrender independently and as an auxiliary are both those
who surrender (prapannas). Those [who undertake] bhakti as a result and as a means are seen
as devotees (bhaktas).”8'! This paradigm, derived from the Prapannaparijata, however,
subsumes self-surrender under the terminology of bhakti. To reverse the paradigm and highlight
the important role of self-surrender as an independent means, Vedantadesika introduces another
set of terminology which is not found anywhere else not even in the Nikseparaksa. Instead of
having the word “bhakti” as the main part as in bhakti as the means and bhakti as the goal, these
invented terms denote self-surrender as an auxiliary and an independent means respectively:
self-surrender with [bhakti as] the means (sadvarakaprapatti), which is equivalent to the means
of bhakti that has self-surrender as its auxiliary, and self-surrender without means
(advarakaprapatti) or independent self-surrender.

In the same chapter, Vedantadesika further specifies the distinction between self-
surrender and bhakti based on its easiness and swiftness in giving the desired result. According

to Vedantadesika, on the one hand, bhakti is exemplified only in the practice of the great sages

611 |bid., 280:
“svatantrangaprapattibhyam prapannav atra tau ubhau | phalasadhanabhaktibhyam bhaktav api ca darsitau ||”
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such as Vyasa. It is undertaken by those who are capable of the more difficult performance and
can wait for the delay in liberation after following all the rules and conditions. The result of
bhakti would not come until all the sins which have begun to operate have been destroyed. On
the other hand, self-surrender is for those who do not have any other means to attaining God. It
is easier and gives faster results compared to bhakti. After the performance of self-surrender,
the person can attain the experience of God without any delay or obstacle. Thus, Vedantadesika

suggests, self-surrender is superior to bhakti in terms of the ease and swiftness:

For the one who is devoted to self-surrender with [bhakti] as the means
(sadvaraka), lacking helplessness due to the capability for other means and the
state of having no other means due to the ability to bear the delay, like Vyasa
and others, the result is liberation that is preceded by proper accomplishment of
the predominant means in the form of meditative worship (upasana), which
culminates in the ultimate perception [of God], and emerges at the end of the
karmas that have begun to bear fruits. For the one who undertakes without other
means (advaraka) in accordance with one’s eligibility self-surrender that is
applicable to all, can remove all of those undesirable, is the way to attain all
desires, is easy, should be done once, acts quickly, has no obstacles, cannot
tolerate the use of other means for its result like the Brahma missile
(brahmastra) [, which is effective only if used alone, according to the
Ramayanpa], the result is liberation that culminates in complete service at the
surrendering moment [...] in the way that there are no other obstacles to the
complete enjoyment.52

612 1hid., 300-305: ivarka/il vyasadika/aip pole upayantarasamarthanakaiyalé akisicananum anrikké
vilambaksamar akaiyalé ananyagatiyum anrikkey irukkira sadvarakaprapattinisthanukku
prarabdhakarmaparyavasanabhaviyana antimapratyayattai avadhiyaka urait tar upasanarzipangiyinugaiya
yathavannispattipirvakamana moksam phalam.

sarvadhikaramay, sarvanistanivartanaksamamay, sarvéstasadhanamakav array, sukaramay,
sakrtkartavyamay, asukariyay, pratibandhanarhamay, brahmastrabandham palé svaphalattil
upayantaraprayogasahamay iruntu//a prapattiyait tap adhikaranurizpamaka advarakamakap pazrin avanukkup
pariparpanubhavattukku veru pratibandhakam illata pasiyalé prapattiksanam [...]
paripirnakainkaryaparyantamoksam phalam. For the Brahma missile, see section 4.1.1. See also Ramayana
5.46.46, vol. 5, 334.
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In the following passage, Vedantadesika also cites a passage from Vispupurana 1.9.72,
as Vatsya Varadaguru and Periyavaccan Pillai.5!3 Based on this passage, Vedantadesika affirms
that self-surrender bears the result as soon as one wants it, unlike bhakti that delays in leading
one to the result. He interprets this passage as communicating the four kinds of people who
surrender based on their desires and claim that it should be understood as a counterpart of
Bhagavadgita 7.16 which makes known the four kinds of people who resort to bhakti (bhaktas)
according to the different results that one desires, “Arjuna, four kinds of people with good deeds
worship Me. They are the afflicted one, the one who desires wisdom, the one who desires
wealth, and the one of wisdom.”®'* The Vispupurana passage seen below informs us that self-
surrender can destroy all obstacles and implies that the person attains the result without delay
after performing this means:%%°

In the same way that meditative worship (upasana) is the means for four-fold

results as stated in “four kinds of people [with good deeds] worship Me”

[Bhagavadgita 7.16], the great sages determine that self-surrender (prapatti) is

the means for the results of four kinds as stated in “There will be affliction,

desire, confusion, and unhappiness as long as one does not take refuge with You,

the destroyer of all sins” [Vispupurana 1.9.72].56

Unlike in the Nikseparaksa, in which self-surrender is likened to bhakti, Vedantadesika

attempts to differentiate these two means in terms of eligibility and the time they provide the

result. Although, Vedantadesika defends bhakti as a means to liberation, he is explicit that self-

613 See section 2.1.1.

614 Bhagavadgita 7.16, vol. 2, 35: “caturvidha bhajante mam janah sukrtino ‘rjuna! | arto jijaasur artharthz
jaani ca bharatarsabha! ||”

815 Visnupurapa 1.9.72, vol. 1, 50.

616 \/edantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 306: “caturvidha bhajanté mam” exkirapasiyé upasanam
yatorupayi caturvidhaphalattukkum sadhanamay irukkiratu—appasiye “tavad artis tatha vasicha tavan mohas
tatha ’sukham | yavan na yati sarapam tvam asesaghanasanam ||” ezkirapasiye prapattiyum ic
caturvidhaphalattukkum sadhanamakaviré maharsika/ arutiyizuvatu.
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surrender is preferable to bhakti. His preference is close to the Manipavalam authors’ arguments
that only self-surrender is suitable as the means since it is in accord with the soul’s
subordination to God.®'” Also, unlike in the Nikseparaksa, Vedantadesika emphasizes the role
of God in the soteriological process in the Rahasyatrayasaram as we have seen in the other

Manipravalam rahasyagranthas.

5.2.2 Surrendering to God

In the Rahasyatrayasaram, Vedantadesika follows the Manipravalam discourse that God is the
main cause of everything including liberation and the one who makes the performances of self-
surrender possible. This is evident in his categorization of God and the soteriological means
such as self-surrender and bhakti through the paradigm of God as the accomplished means and
other means to liberation as the means to be accomplished. This paradigm is a part of the
Manipravalam sphere of soteriology as we have seen in other literature, and this may be the
reason why it is not explicit in the Nikseparaksa.

At the same time, the Manipravalam emphasis on God creates the tension between the
independence of God and the active role of self-surrender in the soteriological process. In other
words, if God has the absolute autonomy and agency in granting liberation, the devotees do not
need to undertake self-surrender. Given that God alone is enough, self-surrender is useless and
thus should not be regarded as a valid soteriological means. This tension is theological and also
shows a divergence between the two spheres similar to what we have already seen in the
Mumuksupayi and the Mumuksipayasamgraha. Interestingly, Vedantadesika aims to resolve

the tension unlike the two authors who defend one side at the cost of the other: Pillai Lokacarya

617 See Chapters 2 and 3 and also Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, Chapter 3.

268



pays attention to God’s autonomy and agency to the extent that self-surrender is no longer active
in the soteriological process while Meghanadarisiiri claims that only the means such as self-
surrender and bhakti matter when it comes to seeking liberation.%' VVedantadesika proposes a
chain of arguments that are more explicit and complex than those we have previously seen to
balance the roles of God and self-surrender. The most elaborate one is the concept of the pretext.
Influenced by the Manipravalam authors, Vedantadesika views the relationship between
God and the means through the paradigm of the accomplished means and the means to be
accomplished. Instead of reducing the role of self-surrender, he claims that although God is the
accomplished means for the attainment of Himself who is the goal, He needs to be motivated
through some means to be accomplished such as self-surrender. These means embody the
cessation of one’s own agency and effort in pursuing liberation. They allow God to take control
of the whole process and also activate God’s compassion which will counteract God’s
autonomy and independence. This relationship between God and other means is supported by
both scriptures and the acaryas’ teachings:
They know the accomplished means from the previously established one
with SrTwho is the means to all the human goals and the ocean of compassion.
The wise know the means to be accomplished as having bhakti and self-
surrender as the principal and the cause of motivating Him due to the fact that it
is to be attained by the one who desires the result.
The flow of play of the Master who is the accomplished means is hindered
by the stream of compassion [caused by] the rising wave of the means to be
accomplished.
Only by that [stream of God’s compassion], all the wills even of someone
who is independent which obstructs the service to [God] Himself vanish like the
dams made of sand.

When the propitiating means [like self-surrender and bhakti] are the
means [to liberation] according to the scripture, the accomplished means, is

618 Mumme suggests that Vedantadesika argues against the soul’s total dependency on God since he does not
want self-surrender to become too close to the Advaita Vedanta knowledge which does not need any active role
or performance on part of the soul (The Srivaispava Theological Dispute, 67).
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predominant in terms of the agency and non-interruption towards the result.

For those who are devoted to independent self-surrender, the firmness of
the Lord who is the accomplished means is specifically taught by the
manifestation of the cessation of one’s own effort from that moment [of self-
surrender].

Thus, the one whose effort subsides looks for the accomplished means
for the goal for which one’s burden is placed on the accomplished means.

In the definition of self-surrender, mantra, injunction, and the tradition
like the commentaries and other statements, it is established that Brahman is the
means.

The already proven fact that place and other things are dharmas is
accepted. In the same way, the one who knows the truth announced that Krsna
is the eternal dharma.®t®

To further illustrate the importance of God and the active role of self-surrender,
Vedantadesika brings in the analogy of a baby feeding on its mother’s milk. Although the milk
from the mother flows naturally, the baby has to feed on it. In the same way, one needs to
surrender to God to enable His natural compassion to manifest. Self-surrender is the realization
that the whole process of surrendering oneself is caused by God and one has to entirely rely on
Him.620

Vedantadesika also puts forth a concept of pretext (vyaja) to prevent the contradiction

between God’s autonomy and the rule of karmas, established in the scriptures. As Mumme

suggests, his concept also helps preserve the validity and usefulness of scriptures and

619 Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 678-680:

samastapurusarthanam sadhakasya dayanidhéh | srimatak parvasiddhatvat siddhopayam imasm vidu? ||
bhaktiprapattipramukham tadvasikarakarapam | tattatphalarthisadhyatvat sadhyopayam vidur budhat ||
sadhyopayottararngéna siddhopayasya sésinah | lilapravahah karunyapravahépa nirudhyate ||

tenaiva sarveé liyanté sikatasétubandhavat | svatantrasya api savikalpas svakainkaryanirodhakah ||
prasadanasya upayatve sastriyé ‘pi phalam prati | kartrtvavyavadhanadyais siddhopayapradhanata ||
svatantranyasanisthanam siddhopaye vibhau sthiti/ | ksanat svayatnavirativyaktyai prokta visesatas ||

ato yadartham svabharas siddhopaye nivesitah | tadartham santayatno ’sau siddhopayam pratiksate ||
prapatter laksare mantré vidhau vakyantaresu ca | bhasyadau sampradayé ca upayatvam brahmagi sthitam ||
parvasiddhasya desader dharmatvarm yadvadisyaté | évam tattvavidulk prahuf krspam dharmam sanatanam ||
620 \Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 650-651: “Thus, like the act of feeding milk from the breast [that
requires a baby’s activity], there are requirements and others for the soul [to receive] the Lord’s grace that comes
out like milk from a mother’s breast.” (akaiyal tay mulaippal pole varukira isvaraprasadattukkum
stanandhayanuraiya mulaiyuzkira vyaparam polé ivanuzaiya apeksatikal.)
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injunctions.52! In Chapter 23, to support his definition, Vedantadesika defines self-surrender as
the pretext, citing Tiruvaymo/i 10.8.1, “The moment I said Tirumaliruficolai Tirumal entered
and filled my heart. He’s in Tiruppér on the southern bank of the Ponni its waters glittering with
dark gems.”®?? He argues that Nammalvar’s statement of “Tirumaliruficolai” in this
Tiruvaymoli verse should be understood as a pretext, which, he interprets, identical with self-
surrender. Given that God is omnipotent and independent, He could liberate everyone whenever
He wants to. However, He would violate the rule of karmas which restricts that one could enter
into the process depending on the karmas. To respect the rule of karmas, God creates the pretext
which one can undertake once the karmas allow one to do so. Since the pretext is created by
God Himself out of His compassion so that He would not be partial or cruel, to perform the
pretext does not violate the autonomy of God:

To clarify them [regarding God’s autonomy], even if the Lord is independent,

having produced the pretext for the soul so that the faults of partiality and cruelty

do not arise, He who is the support protects that [the soul]. The Alvar

(Nammalvar) himself explained this meaning as follows: “The moment I said

Tirumaliruncolai Tirumal entered and filled my heart.” [Tiruvaymoli 10.8.1].

One might ask, if this pretext is due to the Lord, why would it occur now, not

having been produced before? [The answer is:] the Lord gives results according

to karmas since the souls’ streams of karmas continue from the beginningless

time along with different ripening times. Otherwise, since there would be the

fault of partiality, there is no occasion to produce the pretext before. This should

be assumed from seeing the difference in the effects [i.e., the pretexts that
happen at different times].623

621 Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 67.

622 Translated by Venkatesan in Endless Song, 322. For the text, see Nalayirativviyappirapantam, 628.

623 \/edantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 635-637: ivarka/ait te/ivikkumpasi—isvaran svatantrapéy akilum
vaisamyanairghynyaska/ akira dosasika/ tanakkut tagzamaikkaka ivan pakkalile oru vyajattaiy upzakki attai
avalambittat tan raksikkum. iwarthattai, “tirumalirusicolai malaiy eprén eppat tirumal vantu eppericu niraiya
pukun tan” enru alvar tamey aru/icceytar. inta vyajam tanum isvarap tannaley akil, ittai munpey untakkate
vigratu enpil, ivwatmakka/ukku anadiyana karmapravaharika/ visamavipakasamayarika/ayk konzu paorukaiyalée
svaran karmanuripaphalapradaz allatapotu vaisamyadasam varukaiyale muppu itukku avasaramayirru illaiy
enpum ifam karyavisesadarsanattale kalpitam.
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It should be noted that Pillai Lokacarya also resorts to the concept of pretext to resolve the same
tension between God and other means.%2* However, Vedantadesika does so in a more elaborate
manner by providing the Tiruvaymoli as the scriptural support.5> Also, while Pillai Lokacarya
does not accept that means other than God have a real function in granting liberation,
Vedantadesika acknowledges the liberating role of self-surrender even if it relies on God’s
grace, which is what truly liberates those who surrender to God. Thus, Vedantadesika clearly
presents self-surrender as the means that those who desire liberation should undertake and does
not encourage the audience of the Rahasyatrayasaram to pursue bhakti. His claim on the
superiority of self-surrender aligns with the arguments of the previous Manipravalam authors,
namely, Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai Lokacarya, and is opposed to the identification of both
means supported by the Sanskrit authors such as Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisiri. His
emphasis on God also indicates one of the different soteriological expressions in Sanskrit and
Manipravalam. Between the two works of Vedantadesika, this paradigm further represents a
significant point of distinction between the Nikseparaksa, which focuses on the Sanskrit system
of self-surrender, and the Rahasyatrayasaram, which shares the discussions with other
Manipravalam treatises, proving that the two texts are engaged with and conditioned by the
Sanskrit and Manipravalam spheres, respectively. Despite the gap between these two spheres,
Vedantadesika collects the discussions of self-surrender from both domains and introduces
some new features to harmonize the more active and passive roles of self-surrender found in

the previous treatises.

624 See section 3.1.2.

625 According to Mumme, Vedantadesika even argues that the significant figure like Nammalvar was also
conditioned by his karmas whose ripening allows him to surrender to God. This argument clearly supports his
concept of pretext (The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 258).
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5.3 Imagining the Srivaispavas

As we have seen in the previous sections, Vedantadesika attempts to harmonize different norms
and expressions for his system of self-surrender in the Rahasyatrayasaram with Manipravalam
as the medium. Manipravalam provides Vedantadesika an opportunity and ability to bridge the
gap between the two streams of the scriptures and to combine different strands of self-surrender
of the earlier authors, resulting in the more expansive and complex soteriology of self-
surrender. | contend that VVedantadesika resorts to the normative and expressive harmonization
to invoke the imaginative unity based on the doctrine of self-surrender.

In particular, Manipravalam in the Rahasyatrayasaram encourages the reference to the
Srivaisnavas as the tradition, especially through the genealogy of Srivaisnava acaryas as well
as the teaching on the practices shared by the Srivaisnavas. Through the reference,
Vedantadesika forms the interior of the tradition and invites the audience to identify themselves
as belonging to this internal space in which self-surrender is central. It should be noted that
Periyavaccan Pillai also mentions the term “Srivaisnavas” in the sense of community in his
Parantarahasyam and attempts to define the community as those who undertake self-
surrender.5%6  However, his arguments are not as explicit as what we see in the
Rahasyatrayasaram, which makes it evident that self-surrender is necessary to the
Srivaisnavas’ identification as the tradition of those who follow self-surrender. In his treatise,
Vedantadesika uses both “sampradaya” and “Srivaispava” to refer to the communal collective
unity as we will see below.

It should be noted that Katherine Young indicates that the terms “sampradaya” and

626 Section 2.4.2.
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“$rivaispava” appear in the inscriptions as early as the eleventh century in Tamilnadu.%?” In
particular, the word “srivaisnpava” only functions as honorific adjective and do not denote a
strong sectarian notion in this period. It is only around the twelfth and thirteenth centuries that
the term “srivaispava” was more commonly used with the sectarian connotation. Young

explains the term’s nuance:

The word srivaisrava might have originally referred simply to the good, or holy,
Vaisnavas; srz or tiru (its Prakrit equivalent) is a common honorific adjective,
as in Tirupati, the auspicious, or holy, place. Inscriptional references from the
eleventh century refer generally to holy workers (tevarkanzmika/ from
devakarman: therefore workers of the god) or to performers of sacred work
(srikariyam ceyyar) in temples but not to priests. If they refer to functions, these
include hymns-singers, gardeners, and garland makers. They indicate also that
temple management was in the hands of the Brahmana sabhai. The word
srivaispava appears in inscriptions as the name of a sectarian group along with
the Vaikhanasa, Sivabrahmanas, and Srimahesvaras (devotees of Siva). But,
says ORR, this became more common in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries,
when references to the srivaispava committee (variyam) and srivaispava
supervisors (kankani) also increased.%2

In addition to the inscriptional evidence, we see the identification of the Srivaisnavas
through the opposition with non-Srivaisnavas in the /su Muppattayirappasi. The communal
values and sensitivity are created through the disregard of the worldly gain and the emphasis
on the search for God, Visnu.5? Then, after the time of Vedantadesika, Srilata Raman indicates

that the Srivaisnavas took advantage of the dynamic changes in the political and social spheres

under the Vijayanagara polity to expand its institution and become distinct from other

627 Y oung, “Brahmanas, Paficaratrins, and the Formation of Srivaisnavism,” 247: “Only one inscription refers to
the word sampradaya, however, and that is in a very general sense. It mentions (daily) offerings to the deity on
festivals and feeding pilgrims and sampradayins. Sampradayin can simply mean “teachers,” however, one who
hands down knowledge; it need not mean a sectarian teacher.”

628 1bid., 249-250.

629 For the Jru Muppattayirappari passages which are infused with the sectarian notion, see Clooney, Seeing
through Texts, 237-240.
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neighboring religious communities, especially the Saivas, who were predominant in South India
before the rise of Vijayanagara. They managed to gain patronage of Vijayanagara kings around
this time, resulting in the growing influence of the Srivaisnava temples. This can be seen, for
example, in the institutional project of Manavalamamuni (traditional dates: c. 1370-1445), the
direct disciple of Pillai Lokacarya and the younger contemporary of Vedantadesika.®3°

Vedantadesika refers to “the tradition” (sampradaya) as important for the clarification
of what the scripture says regarding self-surrender and that there should not be any contradiction
between these two sets of authorities. He reiterates the importance of both scriptures and the
traditional figures in a number of places as in the opening Sanskrit verse of Chapter 24 on the
investigation of the means to be accomplished. For example:

The Lord is propitiated by sacrifice, gift, oblation, worship,

offering of the burden, meditation, and so on according to one’s eligibility.

He grants a result to embodied beings.

This established doctrine of the tradition shines forth for us,

through sruti, smyti, and the acaryas’ speeches, filled with sound reasons. 5%

In Chapter 17 on the scriptural obligations, Vedantadesika records Ramanuja’s oral
teaching before his final departure to his foremost disciples who were gathering by his side. His
teaching concerns, first, the conducts and service that those who have done self-surrender
should follow, emphasizing the importance of service for life after self-surrender and different

forms of service. Importantly, in the teaching there is the explicit reference to the followers as

the “Srivaisnavas” as opposed to those who are not and Ramanuja’s instruction on how one

630 Raman, Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Srivaispavism, 5-6.

631 VVedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 683-684 (emphasis mine):

yathadhikarapam prabhur yajanandanahomarcanabharanyasanabhavanaprabhytibhiz samaradhitar |
phalam disati dehinam iti hi sampradayasthitiz srutismytiguraktitabhir nayavatibhir abhati nar ||
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who has surrendered should behave towards the community and the outsiders: 52

When Emperumanar (Ramanuja) was about to depart to the supreme abode,
having seen the suffering of his primary [disciples] who served by his feet were
afflicted, he summoned and told them that “Those who abandon their bodies in
separation from me have no connection with me, O the sacred feet of Alavantar
(Yamuna).” Having heard that and been afflicted by great sorrow, they asked
[Ramanuja], “What should we do to join [you] from now on?” He said to them,
“Due to being one who surrenders (prapanna), since his soul’s journey [to the
supreme abode] depends on the Lord, he has no connection to that.” If he decides
that there is [the connection], the giving over of the self (atmasamarparna) would
be false [...]

In this case, there are five kinds of service that may be done until the last
day [of one’s life]: 1) reciting and studying the Sribhasya, 2) if one is not eligible
for that, listening to what is stated [by the Alvars, i.e., the
Nalayirativiyappirapantam], 3) if one is not suitable for that, producing food,
sandal paste, a lamp, and garlands for the sacred places favored [by God], 4) if
one cannot do that, contemplating the meaning of the Dvaya, 5) If one cannot
do that, dwelling closely in the affection of the Srivaisnava who has affection
towards him, thinking that “He is mine.”%33

Importantly, these codes of conducts sharpen the self-understanding of the Srivaisnavas. The
passage goes on to differentiate between the Srivaisnavas who are “agreeable” and the others

who, according to Ramanuja’s oral teaching, are those who are “disagreeable” and “indifferent”

as follows:

632 Since Vedantadesika presents this passage as Ramanuja’s oral teaching, it is difficult to verify if Ramanuja
used the word “srivaispava” or not. However, it is clear that Ramanuja’s instruction addresses the community of
followers.
633 VVedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 499-503: emperumagar tirungstukku efuntaru/ukira potu
sripadattilé sevittirunta mutalika/ugaiya artiyak kapraru/i ivarka/ai alaittaru/i, “ennuraiya viyogattil dehatyagam
panninar untakil, alavantar sripadameé, enndoru avarka/ukku sambandham illai” enru arulicceyya, ivarka/um
ittaik kegru mikavum sokartaray “ini enkaJukkuc ceyya atuppatu etu?” enru Vippappam ceyya, ivar aru/icceytu
aru/ina varttai— “oruvan prapannap anal avapuraiya atmayatrai bhagavadadhinay akaiyale atil avanukku
anvayam illai. upzen ariruntanakil atmasamarpagam poyyam ittapai [ ...]

atil ivapukku irkirunta na/ panpalal kairikaryam asicu upzu; avaiy avana—(1) bhasyattai vacittu
pravarttippital (2) atukku yogyataiy illaiy akil aru/icceyalaik kezru pravarttippittal (3) atukku yogyataiy illaiy
akil ukantaru/ipa divyadesarnka/ukku amutupasi cattuppayi tiruvi/akkut tirumalaika/aiy uprakkutal (4) atukku
yogyataiy illaiy akil dvayattinuzaiya arthanusandhanam pannutal (5) atukku yogyataly illaiy akil, ‘ennuraiy
avan’ enru abhimapippan oru srivaispavapuraiya abhimanattilé atusiki varttittal ceyyalam.
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Before the eligible person dwells in this way, three things must be seen: 1) those

who are agreeable, 2) disagreeable, and 3) indifferent. Those who are agreeable

are the Srivaisnavas. Those who are unagreeable are the enemies of the Lord,

and those who are neither are those who are in the transmigration.®3
The essential point is that the Srivaisnavas and those who want to remain the Srivaisnavas are
supposed to follow Ramanuja’s teaching of these ways of conducts and do not mingle with the
non-Srivaisnavas.

Vedantadesika also defines the Srivaisnavas as those who belong to the lineage of the
previous acaryas to construct the communal unity based on this element. Vedantadesika begins
the work with the essence on the lineage of the acaryas (Guruparamparasara). My analysis of
this chapter relies on Clooney’s comprehensive study in his article “From Person to Person: A
Study of the Tradition in the Guruparamparasara of Vedanta Desika’s Srimat
Rahasyatrayasara” (2011). Clooney argues that this chapter offers “intra-community rationale
for the Srivaisnava choice of founding the tradition in the person of the acarya.”®% It reminds
the audience of the Rahasyatrayasaram to recollect the lineage of acaryas, who are the
foundation of the tradition. It further instructs on the appropriate roles of teachers and students,
reflecting on the importance of this relationship. Clooney explains the structure of the whole
chapter as follows:

At the beginning of the Guruparampardsara, readers were instructed to

remember their lineage of acaryas. Near its end, as we shall see, the importance

of the right relationship of teachers and their students, in whom the tradition
subsists, is made clear yet again. In the middle, we find the enunciation of

634 |bid.: ippayi varttikkum adhikarikku mugnafi parttu varttikkavenzuvapga mipru visayam upgu. avaiy avapa—
(1) anukazlar eprum (2) pratikalar enpum (3) anubhayar ennum. anukilar avar—srivaisnavarka/; pratikilar
avar—bhagavaddviszukka/; anubhayar avar—ivviragum illata samsarikal.

635 Clooney, “From Person to Person,” 203.
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specific lineages, the naming of names; enjoining remembrance as essential to

tradition, De$ika actually engages in an act of remembrance. 53¢
Then, in the Manipravalam content, Vedantadesika outlines the lineage by referring to
Srivaisnava acaryas mostly by their Tamil names. These acaryas represent the tradition that
precedes Vedantadesika:

Among the acaryas, Nathamuni was the son of I§varamuni [...] Nammalvar who

appeared before Nathamuni in his meditative state was the teacher of

Nathamuni. Isvara Bhatta was the son of Nathamuni. Alavantar was the son of

I$vara Bhatta [...] Cottainampi was the son of Alvantar. Ennaccan was the son

of Cottainampi. Cottainambi had four sons, one of which was Pillaiyappar.

Tolappar was the son of Pillaiyappar. Tolappar had two daughters.5%”

In addition, Vedantadesika names his predecessors, namely the Alvars, the first
generation of the Srivaisnavas, and the lineage of the acaryas who participated in the Vedantic
intellectual domain, starting with Nathamuni. In the Tamil opening verses of this chapter, he
lists the ten Alvars, excluding the other two who are part of the contemporary list, Maturakavi
and Antal.%3 He then highlights the accessibility of their hymns, which can reveal the obscure
essence of the Sanskrit Veda and their intimacy with the Srivaisnavas and the Tamil lands they
used to inhabit:

Reciting with clarity the excellent Tamil garland sung with delight by those who

are called Poykai, Bhutattar, and P&yalvar, by Kurukésan, who came to the field

of the Tamraparni river, by Visnucittan, by pure Kulasékharan, our lord Pana,
by Tontaratippoti, the light who came to the Malicai, [and] by the lord Mankali,

636 |bid., 210.

837 VVedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 28-30: ivvacaryarka/il, isvaramugika/ pi//ai nathamugika/ /...]
yokatacaiyile saksatkrutarayum nammalvar acaryarapar. natamupika/ pi//ai isvara pattalvan. isvara bhattalvan
pi//ai alavantar [...] alavantar pi//ai cofrainampi, cograinampi pi/lai ennaccan, ennaccap. pillaikal nalvar.
ivarka/il oruvar pi//aiyappar. pi/laiyappar pi//ai tolappar, talapparukkup penpi//aika/ iruvar.

638 Clooney, “From Person to Person,” 214. Clooney suggests that Maturakavi and Antal are omitted in this verse
since Vedantades$ika seems to list only ten names to match the Lord's ten descents.
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we understand clearly the passages in the [Sanskrit] Veda that were not apparent

before. 539
The next Tamil verse singles out Maturakavi and regards him as the one who revealed the good
path for the followers through the grace of Nammalvar, who composed the Tiruvaymo/i or the
Veda in Tamil:

The ancient path is shown by Maturakavi, who held on solely to the feet of the

One who turned into Tamil the rare Vedas even though there exists Krsna who

descends only for his devotees, for delight, for refuge ... like him. This path is

the good path only for those who are determined.64°
The next generation of the Srivaisnava acaryas, beginning with Nathamuni, are addressed in
the Sanskrit concluding verses of the same chapter. They are described as those who argue
against opponents and affirm the correct view for the tradition. The Sanskrit verses connect this

lineage of acaryas with the Upanisads and the debates surrounding them, suggesting that they

639 \Vedantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 1, 9:

poykaimuni pztattar peyalvar tan

porutal varum kurukecar viztucittan

tuyya kulacekaraz nam paranatan

tonrararipposl malicai vanta cati

vaiyamelam marai vilasika valvelentum

mavikaiyar kon enrivarka/ maki/ntu pasum

ceyya tami/malaika/ nam te/iya oti

te/iyata marainilasnka/ tefikinrome ||

640 |bid., 14: “Mathurakavi, who was without sorrow, held on to the feet of the one who composed in Tamil the
difficult Veda (Nammalvar) in order to make Krsna descend for the sake of His devotees, for their pleasure, for
being their refuge, for obtaining union with them, for being in many unforgettable relationships, for changing
their desires, for making them His, for removing bad deeds, for giving them knowledge, for making them realize
the truth, and for making them become like Him. Mathurakavi then showed the good paths in the ancient way of
life in order to reveal them.”

(inpattil iraificutalil icaiyum perril

ikalata pal uravil irakam mazil

tanparril vipai vilakkil takavu okkattil

tattuvattai uparttutalil tapmaiyakkil

apparkke avatarikkum ayan nirka

aru maraika/ tami/ ceytan tale kopu

tunpu arra maturakavi topra kagum

tol valiye nal valika/ tupivarkarke ||).
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participated in the wider domain of the Sanskrit and Vedanta:

May | take delight in the acaryas such as Natha and others who made known the
One who is to be celebrated by the Upanisads in various ways ... Our delightful
acaryas’ lineage that is full of many qualities and casts down the pride of the
opponents through the sound of the neighing of Hayagriva, who delights in the
royal throne in the heart lotus, is victorious. The lineage leads us to the distinct
truth that gets rid of the tufts of different views which were shaken by the
increasing wind in the cloth banners of victory, fastened to the mansions of the
[different] directions.4

In the concluding chapter of the Rahasyatrayasaram, Vedantadesika devotes some
verses to affirm the truth and reliability of the acaryas in terms of their nature, knowledge,
practice, and teaching. The acaryas are portrayed as the Vedic acaryas who have the following
characteristics which make them suitable to instruct the means to liberation and what must be

followed:

They say that the meanings of the Vedas are all true.

They do not think of speaking of faults

regarding excellent qualities of those who have firm intellects.

They attain the faultless minds regarding acaryas.

They hold on to goodness.

They realize what is perceived by those with firm minds

which are not corrupted by doubts of some humans who dwell in the prison.
They will indeed enter in our non-perishing good path,

shown by holy people who are calm in the world.

641 |bid., 40-41: “May I take delight in the gcaryas such as Natha and others who made known the One who is to
be celebrated by the Upanisads in various ways so as to destroy the arrow of desire after it has been removed.
They were the acaryas who pervaded the divine river that is the compassion of the Couple who is the refuge in
whom we should have faith. They were also foreign to the paths of envy, confusion, and deception.” (ete
mahyamapodhamanmathasaronmathaya nathadaya/ trayyantapratinandaniyavividhodantah svadantam iha |
sraddhatavyasaranyadampatidayadivyapagavyapakah spardhaviplavavipralambhapadavivaidesika desikar ||).
“Our delightful acaryas’ lineage that is full of many qualities and casts down the pride of the opponents through
the sound of the neighing of Hayagriva who is pleased with the royal throne in the heart lotus, is victorious. The
lineage leads us to the distinct truth that gets rid of the tufts of different views which were shaken by the
increasing wind in the cloth banners of victory, fastened to the mansions of [different] directions.” (hrdya
hrtpadmasimhasanarasikahayagrivahesormighosaksiptapratyarthidyptirjayati bahuguna pamktir asmad
guriapam |
diksaudhabaddhajaitradhvajaparapavanasphatinirdhitatattatsiddhantastomatizlastabakavigamanavyaktasadvart
anika |)).
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They say that this means is the sweet nectar of immortality.

They cast away agreeable senses.

They are indeed our acaryas who know that there are no other means.

They forgive our faults with delight, saying "Take this means."

We accept this as a means through the grace of those Vedic acaryas.%

With these verses, Vedantadesika invokes the Alvars, their Tamil hymns, and the
acaryas who were engaged in the Sanskrit philosophical domain and resort to the Upanisads.
The function of these verses, according to Clooney, is to “inspire readers to a greater imaginative
identification with the tradition.”®* Vedantadesika’s construction of the tradition coincides with
his attempt to harmonize the norms and strands of self-surrender to make sure that the internal
space can be shared by the Srivaisnavas based on the normative and expressive collectivity. It

is Manipravalam that allows for this unified notion for the followers to imagine and identify

themselves with.

5.4 Summary
In the introduction, | ask three questions, two of which are as follows: What can Manipravalam
do that Sanskrit or Tamil alone cannot? And, what precisely are Manipravalam roles in the

theological treatises on self-surrender? My answer to these questions is the basis of this in this

642 \/edantadesika, Rahasyatrayasaram, vol. 2, 1208-1210:
maraiyuraikkum poru/ ellam meyy enrorvar

mannpiya karmatiyuzaiyar vankupattir
kuraiyuraikka niraivu illar kurukka/ tampar (mar)

kotarra mapam perrar kojvar napmai
ciraiv alarkkuz cila mantar carnketattar

citaiyata tinmatiyor terintatorar
poxnrata nanneriyir pukutuvare.

ituvaliy innamutenravarin pulan verituvar
ituvaliya malaveprariva rerka/ tecikare
ituva/l yeytuka venrukappalem pifaiporuppar
ituvaliya maraiyor arulal yamicaintaname.
643 Clooney, “From Person to Person,” 216.
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chapter: Manipravalam allows for the harmonization of different language spheres, their
scriptural norms and theological expressions—a role that either Tamil or Sanskrit alone does
not possess. As a systematic theologian, Vedantadesika synthesized various sources on self-
surrender only in his Manipravalam Rahasyatrayasara. He bridged the gap, if not traditionally
at least intellectually, in the two spheres found in the previous treatises, namely the preference
for the Tamil scripture or the Sanskrit orthodoxy and the attention to or disregard for the
performative role of self-surrender. Again, through Manipravalam, he harmonized the doctrine
of self-surrender by collecting various strands of self-surrender proposed by other authors that
| investigated.

Then, what is his harmonization meant for? It is my understanding that his scriptural and
doctrinal harmonization results in collective normativity and expressibility that serve vital
social and intellectual functions by making possible a sense of unity of the tradition against
institutional fluctuation and theological inconsistency within. His harmonized system of self-
surrender renders the doctrine the most expansive and comprehensive one to the extent that it
overshadows the authors of later generations, and one could say that the development of
soteriological self-surrender reaches its peak with Vedantadesika’s Rahasyatrayasara. This
might explain why the current Srivaisnavas who subscribe to Vedantadesika’s teaching regard

the Rahasyatrayasaram as the locus classicus of self-surrender.544

644 For example, see Uttamur Viraraghavacharya’s introduction to his commentary on the Rahasyatrayasara
(Madras: Ubhayavedantagranthamala, 1980).
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CONCLUSION

| have posited three questions at the beginning of my introduction to this dissertation: 1) How
can we conceive of multilingualism in premodern South Asian context in which languages were
not bound to nations, where one culture or community often use more than one language?; 2)
How did religious agents across language boundaries make linguistic choices and how did their
choices shape their religious beliefs? 3) What can their linguistic engagements tell us about the
impact of multilingualism on their self-understanding? To deal with the first question, this
dissertation participates in the investigation of South Asian multilingualism preceded by the
works of Pollock (2006), Shulman (2016), Ollett (2017), and other scholars. However, unlike
these scholars who tell histories of a language with a long-time frame, | focus on the
interconnected movements of languages, mainly Sanskrit and Manipravalam, and Tamil, to a
certain extent, within more or less four generations of authors to highlight their dynamic
interactions and the role of the Srivaisnava authors responsible for the linguistic changes. This
micro-perspective investigation allows us to better capture the complex relationships between
languages, authors who use these languages, and their textual engagement compared to the
macro studies mentioned.

My study further proposes a new framework, the language sphere, that views language
as a sphere that is demarcated through mutually influenced representations of agency,
normativity, and expressivity. This framework provides tools to explore the contacts and
tensions between languages that overlapped and shaped the historical contexts and also how the
agents choose to engage with these spheres. Although the authors are largely conditioned by

the language spheres they inhabit, they may exercise their agency in choosing which language
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sphere to work with or even crossing different linguistic boundaries.

Based on the Srivaisnava theological treatises on the doctrine of self-surrender from the
twelfth to the fourteenth century, my work reveals the complex variations of linguistic usages
of the authors and dynamic and fluid interactions between different languages that cannot be
confined within Pollock’s hierarchical paradigm. I argue that the doctrinal development of self-
surrender has to be understood with attention to the multiplicity of language spheres. Each
author differently shaped the doctrine of self-surrender through their relationships with the two
language spheres of Sanskrit and Manipravalam in addition to their social and intellectual
factors, resulting in not only linguistic but also doctrinal systematization, heterogeneity,
distillation, and harmonization, as shown in the earlier chapters.

The chapters in this dissertation collectively provide insights into how precisely both
linguistic spheres affect the doctrinal development of self-surrender and how each religious
author deals with them in order to respond to the second and third questions. Chapter 1 focuses
on the Srivaisnava authors’ innovative choices in creating their versions of the spheres of
Sanskrit and Manipravalam, especially in the soteriological context. These spheres then set the
models of norms and expressions for the later authors to choose to either follow, expand, or
deviate. While Sanskrit expresses matters related to authority, validation, and philosophy
shared by pan-Indian philosophical and theological systems that are predominantly orthodox,
and those based on Ramanuja’s teaching of the soteriological doctrine of bhakti, Tamil is
associated with intimate feeling such as devotion, inclusive teachings, and accessibility of the
Tamil language and scripture based on the Alvars’ usage.

After the time of Ramanuja, we see the rise of the Manipravalam sphere from the

incorporation of the Tamil scripture into the Vedantic philosophical counterpart of the
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Srivaisnavas. The Srivaisnava decision to use Manipravalam can be seen as conditioned by the
limitation of scholastic Sanskrit practice within Vedic orthodoxy that does not allow the
incorporation of Tamil or other vernaculars, let alone other texts that are not considered
authoritative within this orthodoxy. Socially speaking, the use of Manipravalam in commenting
on the Alvars’ Tamil hymns is a tool to legitimize the Tamil scripture, which creates an
opportunity for the institutional expansion as it is available to different social hierarchical
groups, unlike the Sanskrit VVedas, which are limited to the three first castes.

Contemporaneous to the use of Manipravalam is the crystallization of the doctrine of
self-surrender, which relies on the scriptures in these two languages. The devotional aspect and
accessibility of the doctrine of self-surrender are clearly rooted in the Tamil scripture and
expression, while its validated status as a soteriological doctrine is immersed in the Sanskrit
sphere. This is why we see the post-Ramanuja authors both in Sanskrit and Manipravalam resort
to the Sanskrit sources to validate self-surrender and bring in the Alvars’ Tamil hymns and
acaryas’ teachings to explain its practicality.

The subsequent chapters portray the linguistic oscillation between limitation and
expansion through the three critical moments based on their interactions: the rise of the Sanskrit
sphere and importance of Tamil, the heterogeneities of these two spheres’ norms and
expressions, and, finally, the function of Manipravalam in harmonizing different norms and
expressions and bridging the gap between these two spheres. The authors who only wrote in
Sanskrit, such as Vatsya Varadaguru and Meghanadarisari, followed Ramanuja’s Sanskrit
soteriology more than the Manipravalam authors, such as Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai
Lokacarya, who emphasized the Tamil scripture and the devotional attitude of self-surrender.

More specifically, as shown in Chapter 2, the systematization of self-surrender became
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more evident in the twelfth/thirteenth-century Manipravalam and Sanskrit treatises of
Periyavaccan Pillai and Vatsya Varadaguru despite its early forms in the Srivaisnavas’ previous
literature. While Vatsya Varadaguru introduced self-surrender into the Sanskrit sphere of the
soteriology of which bhakti and VVedanta are the norms in the Prapannaparijata, Periyavaccan
Pillai, in continuing the discussions of self-surrender in the preceding Manipravalam
commentaries, favored the Tamil scripture to the Sanskrit one and includes the three secrets.
Their linguistic choices seem to be conditioned already by their lineages and locations. To
elaborate, these two authors were motivated to use Manipravalam and Sanskrit due to their
social and intellectual circumstances. Vatsya Varadaguru composed only Sanskrit works meant
for conversation with the Sanskrit authors at Kafcipuram, and Periyavaccan Pillai was
immersed in the community at Srirangam, in which Manipravalam was the linguistic medium
for intellectual and theological composition already by his time due to the presence of the
previous Manipravalam commentaries. While working with Sanskrit and Manipravalam
respectively, they chose to strengthen and localize the representations in each language sphere,
such as Ramanuja’s soteriology of bhakti and the Manipravalam commentaries on the
Tiruvaymoli, before passing them down to the subsequent treatises, as we saw in Chapters 3, 4,
and 5.

Their systems of self-surrender are tied to the boundaries of both spheres. With this
statement, | do not mean that the ideas of self-surrender did not exist before this process. In
fact, the preexisting forms of self-surrender before its systematization already existed in the
theological domains of the Alvars’ Tamil hymns and Ramanuja’s Gadyatraya, which in turn
was influenced by Tamil heritage. However, Vatsya Varadaguru and Periyavaccan Pillai were

the first to devise the representations in the Sanskrit and Manipravalam spheres in systematizing

286



self-surrender.

In Chapter 3, the Sanskrit author, Meghanadarisuri, defended self-surrender as another
Vedantic doctrine and narrows the Sanskrit sphere through his doctrinalization of self-
surrender. Unlike other authors who stress the accessibility of self-surrender, Meghanadarisari
was the first and only author mentioned here who claims that self-surrender is limited only to
people who were born in the three castes, just as with bhakti in his Sanskrit
Mumukszpayasamgraha. On the contrary, Pillai Lokacarya brought self-surrender to the
opposite direction, denying its ritual status and similarity to bhakti. He claimed that what is
required in the soteriological process is acknowledging and faith that God is the means to
liberation. The Manipravalam sphere under his composition is also distant from the Sanskrit
one. Although Pillai Lokacarya still valued the Sanskrit scripture, he clearly preferred the Tamil
corpus and itihasas over the Upanisads.

This chapter thus portrays how Meghanadarisari and Pillai Lokacarya intensified the
Sanskrit and Manipravalam boundaries set in the treatises of Vatsya Varadaguru and
Periyavaccan Pillai, resulting in the heterogeneity in both theological and linguistic domains.
Looking from a social perspective, the heterogeneity is likely caused by the intentions of these
two authors to immerse self-surrender, which undisputedly the primary doctrine by this period,
into their respective language spheres at Kaficipuram and Srirangam. Alternatively, it could be
said that Meghanadarisari’s system of self-surrender is a response to the increasing importance
of the Tamil authoritative and expressive norms in the soteriology of self-surrender, which can
threaten the validity of the Visistadvaita Vedanta system. Thus, he confined its theology to the
Sanskrit sphere.

In terms of their theological arguments, the authors investigated in Chapters 2 and 3
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deal with the tension between self-surrender and bhakti differently based on the distinct
emphases they placed on bhakti and God despite constant mutual linguistic contact. Vatsya
Varadaguru and Meghanadarisari attempted to simultaneously consolidate Ramanuja’s
teaching of bhakti and present self-surrender as an independent doctrine for the Sanskrit
community at Kanci. However, the Sanskrit sphere that dominates this location places the main
expressive condition, without which their attempts can be accomplished, that their versions of
self-surrender must conform to Ramanuja’s soteriology of bhakti. By making self-surrender
bhakti-like, it is more likely to gain respect among the Sanskrit authors and within the wider
Srivaisnava community, who had already accepted bhakti since the time of Ramanuja.

Unlike the Sanskrit authors, Periyavaccan Pillai and Pillai Lokacarya highlighted the
role of God even in the system of self-surrender and the distinction between self-surrender and
bhakti as well as other Upanisadic rituals. The emphasis on God can be understood as the
defining expression in the Manipravalam doctrinalization of self-surrender since the time of
Periyavaccan Pillai. It is not the case that these authors ignored the role of bhakti because they
had no regard for Ramanuja or the Vedantic scripture. Following their Manipravalam
predecessors, these authors intended to find a doctrine that is easily accessible by anyone to
replace bhakti. To do so, they pushed forward the two main arguments derived from earlier
Manipravalam commentaries, especially that of Nariciyar: first, the absolute liberating role of
God and, second, the nature of God as the accomplished means. These two arguments imply
that self-surrender is more appealing than bhakti since it relies on God alone, who has power
and compassion to save anyone. Self-surrender is more about the relationship between God and
devotee rather than ritual performance and requirements. Most evidently, Pillai Lokacarya, in

his Mumuksupari, replaced bhakti with self-surrender and even canceled the role of bhakti in
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the soteriology.®> Writing in Manipravalam, these authors had more flexibility in choosing
texts from Sanskrit and Tamil to support their arguments.

Looking at Vedantadesika’s two works, who stood out as the systematizer, through the
framework of language sphere, Chapters 4 and 5 together most clearly affirm that, in the
processes of defining and redefining self-surrender, the authors chose to operate within each
linguistic sphere differently based on their social environments and intellectual pursuits. They
introduced more sophisticated and innovative linguistic tools or excluded certain norms and
expressions in different language spheres to address the debates found in that languages’ earlier
literature. Using both languages allows Vedantadesika to harmonize the tensions in the two
language spheres and draw them together. The social and internal tension along with his
responsibility as a traditional leader might have prompted Vedantadesika to purify any
discrepancies in the previous teachings so that the community could accommodate the
increasingly diverse body of Srivaisnava members under the notion of “the tradition.”

In Chapter 4, the Nikseparaksa exemplifies the merging between the two spheres. In
this work, Vedantadesika touched on some of the same concerns in the Manipravalam
rahasyagranthas. Yet, the Nikseparaksa is restricted to the Sanskrit sphere and participates in
the Sanskrit consolidation of bhakti like other authors who were in his same social and
intellectual circle in Kancipuram. As a result, it does not acknowledge the discussions as
belonging to the Manipravalam domain and only presents the distilled versions. In the same

manner that self-surrender in the Nikseparaksa stands for the more elaborate soteriology in

%45 This replacement of bhakti by self-surrender in the works of Pillai Lokacarya is also supported by
Rajagopalan, “The SiT Vaisnava Understanding of Bhakti and Prapatti,” 471: “The change comes in the time of
Pillai Lokacarya. He argues that since bhaktiyoga involves human ‘effort’, it is against the essential nature of the
jiva. The jiva is a sesa and should not assert himself. He should be resigned and allow the Lord’s grace to
operate, when He wills it. So bhaktiyoga as an ‘alternative’ is removed completely for some Sri Vaisnavas.”
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Manipravalam, the Sanskrit sphere in the Nikseparaksa can also be understood as the distillation
of the Manipravalam sphere.

In Chapter 5, Vedantadesika harmonized the Tamil and Sanskrit scriptures as well as
the previous discussions on self-surrender in either Sanskrit or Manipravalam. He also
reconciled the theological discrepancies and bridged the distance between the two spheres
present in the preceding literature. Vedantadesika’s harmonization results in the Manipravalam
soteriology that incorporates multiple strands of self-surrender. Vedantadesika’s self-surrender,
more so than those of his predecessors, provides an opportunity to unite the Srivaisnava
community together under the notion of “the tradition.” However, the internal space does not
deny the diversity of its heritages or languages. As in the case of Vedantadesika’s
Rahasyatrayasaram, the Srivaisnavas can be seen through multiple norms and expressions
instead of as a singularity as long as they collectively function, at least for the most part, in
harmony.

My dissertation is an initial attempt to frame South Asian multilingualism without
relying on the binary opposition between Sanskrit and vernaculars theorized by Pollock (2006)
or other macro-perspective studies of South Asian languages. It proposes a more flexible
framework that provides a better way to conceptualize complex and fluid histories of
multilingualism in the second millennium, especially in the premodern South Asian religious
contexts and beyond.®4¢ This framework can potentially be used to investigate the impacts that
languages have on different genres of the Srivaisnava composition, like poetry or other

philosophical treatises that are not only devoted to self-surrender. Specifically for Srivaisnava

646 For example, with this framework in mind, | propose the distinction between Tamil and Sanskrit in
Akepiyapornchai and Peera Panarut, “Sacred Literacy: An Overview of Multilingual Siamese Grantha
Manuscripts.”
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studies, my work attempts to offer a basis and framework for critical follow-up projects, for
example, a more complete analysis of the roots of bhakti and self-surrender as poetically
conceived in the Nalayirativiyappirapantam and a commentary study of the commentaries on
the Tamil poems and other Sanskrit works of Yamuna and Ramanuja. I hope that “Voices of
Self-surrender” is not the last voice on the value of multilingualism, but one that encourages

further work in several fields of study.
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	3.3.2 Meghanādārisūri on Self-surrender in Rāmānuja’s Works
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