Who is The Author of the Paficasiitra :
Cirantanacarya or Yakinistinu Haribhadra ?

Acarya Vijayaséilacandra suri

The Paficasitra is a concise treatise enjoying considerable respect
among the $vetdmbara Jaina munis for several centuries past. It contains
an essential spiritual experience and systematic presentation of the matter
meant for the sublimation of soul and purification of mind. It is charmingly
composed in succinct, elegant, and meaningful siitras in Prakrit. Despite
its small size, it enjoys popularity to an appreciable degree.

Acérya Haribhadra stiri has also written a terse, well-composed, and
facile commentary on this small work, of which several editions have
appeared in print. Its critical edition, however, has been only recently
published by the B. L. Institute of Indology, Delhi, competently edited by
Muniraja Jambivijayal.

Up to this date, no reference as to its author has been encountered in
existing sources. In point of fact, no one has tried to investigate it. On
the contrary, all so far have accepted the authenticity of the traditionally
floating information that some Cirantanacarya has composed this work.
The trem ‘Cirantanidcarya’ has two plausible explanations : First, cirantana
means ancient {and hence the work by some ancient acdrya) : Second, it
may mean the appellation proper of the dcdrya who composed it. Out of
these two views, the former view has been universally accepted.

Indeed, few critical discussions about the authorship of this treatise
have been done; yet all contemporary writers on it concluded : The author
of this work is unknown. Let us first notice these opinions.
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1. In his introduction to the Paficasiitra, V. M. Shah offers two views :

(1) It is composed accordingly by fat=<1d meaning ancient preceptors
or preceptor having the name 9%44. The first meaning is more likely. It is
difficult to assign individual authorship to works like this?.

{(2) The term fot@a=d: is unhelpful in deciding the authorship.
The plural form can be used out of respect (mdndrthe bahuvacanarm) for
the author. At the same time, it is very likely that ancient authors might
have composed the siatras and Haribhadra suri might have put them

together?.

2. Writes K. V. Abhyankar : “The Paficasiitra which is a small elegant
treatise written by some old writer whose name has still remained

unknown.”™

3. A. N. Upadhye categorically records : “It is not possible to talk of
[an] individual authorship with regard to works like [the] Paficasitra.
The basic contents of this book are as old as Jainism. They are a literary

heirloom preserved in the memory of Jain monks.™

4. And the considered opinion of V. M. Kulkarni is :

““The language of the post-canonical Jaina works is partly Prakrit—
the so-called Jaina M&harastri—and partly Sanskrit.” (M. Winternitz).
The language of the known Prakrit works of Haribhadra is Jaina M&harastri
whereas the present work is written in Ardhamagadhi prose; and this prose
shares quite a few peculiarities of the diction and style of the canonical
works. This fact suggests that Acarya Haribhadra was possibly not its author.
It is not unlikely that the author of {the] Pasicasitra regarded the contents
of the text as the property of the entire Jain Samgha and preferred to remain
anonymous, It is also suggestive of its early date of composition. How early
it is difficult to say. Since Haribhadra does not know who its author was we
may not be far wrong in saying that it was composed about a century or so
before Acdrya Haribhadra flourished.”

The gist of the aforementioned four opinicns is this : these unanimously
proclaim that Acarya Haribhadra siri is not the author of the Paficasiitra.
Besides this, Muniraja Jambiivijaya, the editor of the dependable critical
edition of the Paficastitra, is inclined to opine that Acarya Haribhadra siri
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probably may be the author of the Pafcasiitra. Inspite of this sensing,
in the absence of definite evidence, Munivara Jambuvijaya did not commit
to any positive statement but conceded to the tradition, and prefixed the title

of the work with the phrase frHfaRfaay.

It should, however, be clear that, as against this established tradition
and the opinions of the aforenoted scholars, the author of the Paficastitra is
definitely Haribhadra siiri himself, indeed to the total exclusion of any other
more ancient author. To corroborate my statement, I shall produce evidence
searched out by critically examining some internal and external aspects of
the text of the Parficasiitra.

1. There are three significant sentences at the end of the commentary

of the Paficasiitra : TR HHY | T TIRFeIRed THM! (| TN THYHS
sremarstae it

Among these, the third sentence deserves special consideration. It comes
from the pen of the commentator and therefore implicitly written to mean
TAE UPHEA® 4redrdd:® Had the commentator and the author of
the Paficasiitra been different, the phrase in question, cught to have been
in the form 9@ YgE@YTa:, while here it is ¥9TH T5gA® saredisi¥ and
the last word of the phrase, 314, holds a suggestive significace. The term 319
implies that the Paficasiitra has been completed in the sense of “together
with the commentary.” If #f7 is deleted from this sentence, it would mean
that the Paficasiitra is completed ‘in the form of commentary.’ The addition
of only one word ‘310’ changed the entire contextual meaning. This would
then suggest that, had the commentator and the author of the Siitra been
different individuals, such a phrasing would never have been possible. Now,
who the commentator was, is of course quite certain. And, therefore, in
light of the aforenoted phrasing, if we regard him as the author also of
the Sitra, it would be thoroughly compatible.

Predictably, some scholar may say : ‘At the end of the original text,
the author of the text has employed the sentence “G=% = F=gd’? to indicate
the completion of the original text. In the same way, in the continuation of
that sentence, the commentator has employed this sentence to indicate
the completion of the commentary and, therefore, it is not proper to connect
the latter with the original text and hence to its unknown author.’ By way
of response to this objection, it may be said : If the argument referred to in
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the preceding paragraph may be valid, the commentator would have put
either "#HIY TBYF® SA@I:’ or the sentence WA UgEAHAH. And this
could then be regarded as a proper ending. Moreover, after this, there is
a positively independent sentence TEHF®LI®T THE, which has been
written by the commentator. As a result of this phrase, the whole contextual
reference of the sentence ¥HIH YggAs =aRaAMdIsHy, is altogether changed
and this sentence written by the commentator himself, clearly establishes
the oneness of the commentator and the author of the criginal text.
Nevertheless, with reference to the points to be later discussed, if we critically
consider this matter, the doubt, it any still remains, will be cleared.

Second, had the original author employed the phrase ¥A€ T2gT, it
would imply' the completion of the ﬂ'-ﬁ'@[f:r and not the TH¥AH; but
the commentator writes ¥HH Ugg. |, Elsewhere also in the commentary,
the commentator recognises this composition definitely as &g 2. Is it
possible for a master commentator like Haribhadra siiri to take liberty of
this kind with the phrase employed by the original author at the end of
the original text.? And, can such a liberty be deemed proper or in the fitness
of things ? On the contrary, an ancient commentator like Haribhadra siiri
would proceed in his commentary remaining thoroughly faithful to each
and every word of the original author and on this very account an inference
can be advanced that, had the commentator been the original author of
the text, he would make any desired addition in the matter of the original
text. From this standpoint, if he himself had coined the title I5gd for
the original text, then alone in the commentary {and at the end of
the commentary) he would employ the appellative term THHEH.

2. After the sentence WA UFHAR @A, the commentator had
also put some devotional sentences : “‘7H: FATAY THEA | WITHEERE
T | FEEEAR T | FalgR a3y | e eEE e ¥ o gty |
w3 T gfaw: vy, 79 oo gies: ag, 99 g gfen e o'l

It has been an established tradition of the commentators that their
dutiful work is to provide word by word elucidation of the matter discussed
by either the original author or the ¥FHR. When their work is finished,
the commentators end the text after writing either a verse or verses or
some prose lines indicating the completion of the treatise. But, thereafter,
the commentators never made any addition of their own to the commentary.
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Even Acarya Haribhadra siiri has not taken such a liberty in
the commentaries on his own works, the Yogadrstisamuccaya and
the Paficavastuka or for that matter in the commentary of the text
the Sodaéaprakarana. Other great commentators also have not taken such
a liberty. From this we may get an idea of the established convention as

indicated above,

Quite contrary to this established tradition, after the completion of
the commentary of the Paficastitra, Haribhadracdrya has pht nearly six
sentences : Granted that they are in Sanskrit, but they have been inserted in
such a way that they can be ranked with the originalsiitras. If these sentences
are compared with the sentences 7% AfFzAHINI M etc. in the final 15th prose
section of the first ITAAISRYI of the Paficasiitra barring the difference of
language—the Sitra text being in Prakrit, the commentary in Sanskrit—
there is no difference at all in the style and presentation of the two. Further,
with reference to this, the sentences, G  70: 15 and T T ghaw:
§7'% [repeated three times] incorporated in the prose section of
the commentary, positively appear to be the respective reflections of
the sentences 9 §¥ (here, had it been TMSEF, it would appear more
consistent and more pleasing) FHEMEI!, and Ffewn w=g Her® found in

the prose section of the original text.

" The aforementioned situation clearly, indeed positively, leads us to
believe, indeed on firm grounds, that Haribhadra siiri is also the author of
the Sitra text and for that very reason, during the process of repeatedly
experiencing the devotionally emotionalised moments, he might have
incorporated this small prose section in the commentary. It does not sound
superfluous when he says that. He would not have taken such a liberty had
he been just the commentator and not the author of the original text.

3. The great epistemologist Yasovijaya Gani of the 17th century, on
whom was bestowed upon the title g g%, at the time of referring to
the Paficasttra in the fudan, includes the following phrases :-

iAo e Rfirdagya- et yarawrEta o1 e aq-
Fereral Wrye feargshanaia fanaafaees v & ot o gufa.... 7
fr=eifugee 3" 11
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Having considered the sins committed either in this birth or in the past
existences, by the term dq-ad, Haribhadra s@iri also has stated to undergo
the expiatory purification in the form of feIgsha. After having stated this,
he has inserted a prose section of the first sidtra of the Paficasatra and
thereafter Upadhyaya Yasovijaya has offered its explanation in his own

style.

In the aforementioned Sanskrit sentences, Yasovijaya clearly has stated
grufrarEETarTgy MeRaggRiRes®, but not WIRIAUESASEIGT or
ﬂgﬁi?j'vﬁ. This is a noteworthy point. This indicates that Yasovijaya may
have possessed some credible tradition wherefrom a clear conviction of
attributing the authorship of the Paficasiitra with assuredness to Haribhadra
siri could be had. Otherwise, without the tradition before him, he could
not have believed it nor would he have employed such a definitive sentence.
With reference to such minor matters, we may take a single example of his
rational vigilance. The W$9T% is also a product of Haribhadra siri, and
Yasovijaya wrote a commentary upon that work as well. Therein, in the last
TIEV, there are 17 verses instead of 16. In the 17th verse, there is a clear
indication of the author’s name as 99 77 2f9EIE2% From this statement
we can naturally conclude that only Haribhadra siiri is the author of that
verse and, by extension, of the Srg9TeRWaIUT, But, in the mind of Yasovijaya,
there might have arisen another optional thought about this 17th verse, on
account of which, at the end of the commentary on that verse, he has inserted
a sentence as 21, From only this much context, it can be
understood that it was not possible for him to put the sentence ¥9.......... o3
Fefomgff i g® according to blind following. He had a firm conviction
that the author of the Paficasiztra is Haribhadra siiri and for that reason he
has employed such a phrase. From this testimony, too, it can be deduced
that Haribhadra siri is the author of the Paficasiitra.

4. UPaEH, THHAS, 3PH, NISera, [QI¥TERT, TFWTER—such titles
available in the domain of Jaina literature are thanks to the special
predilection of naming the works; it is, moreover, characteristic of
Haribhadra stiri alone. Any other author might have entitled the work as
TFgF or UFGHI. The name YHFIF may flash in the understanding of only
Haribhadra stiri. While offering guidance regarding the etymological
interpretation of the term W{HAk, Munirdja Jambivijaya has observed as
under : “The title of the work written by Acarya Haribhadra siiri is T&a%



‘Who is The Author of the.... 189

in the practical convention, still he has given T5a& as a title for it and he
has shown its etymological interpretation in the same, refer to page No. 80,
foot note No. 5 in this very work. The etymological interpretation and
the meaning of the term 9FqAs should be understood in the same way."*?
This perceptive observation lends a positive encouragement to my above
arrived deduction that such topical appellations characteristically were
designed by Haribhadracarya.

5. The more important on the score of procedure will be to scrutinize
the significant words, phrases, clauses, and sentences available in other
works composed by Haribhadra suri and those paralleled in the Paficasiitra.
Let us institute a comparison of some of the portions of the THYF with

those of other works such as the fagrfafafyret, the gwfa=, the arrefgam=aa,
and the W9, all by Haribhadra siiri.

[1] In the fourth sidtra of the THHF&®, there appears a phrase
AIfaaginargm, it is as follows :-

“arfgmgiesRErmgy, ¥ w7 %3 nemEEniey, v yaasan faunmn ved, fifae
e, G orHuT FHH TR 3 SISl Ta Gihi @, fFegsteeeran, geugeild
oA Al FraaAmEaEs Saae vl JagHvReTTE, TEieey aafearsi
Fararesim fa arfeamRmTauemo sefrerdted sromgpaamEan fEieimai, ardfey,
s1eafay, YReieame 933, a9 9 9g 73 2 ete.

This very =9aygfsa@ is to be met with in the verses of the 12th
fafer of the fawrfataferat, in a slightly different phraseology and context :

‘A TIET TN TE3 T SIS 1Rl
1 7 faaduom: fefamsmo sifa g a3z
7T TIOmeT Tg W i SgadE 13
o) sToeemsirn fraaw faaneem 25 |
TR T e, At gufag g ngwil
% T Ireaafem ooy fa gaes |
7oy Fafiraifeian ae 99 e faaafy 1w
And this very fact is more clearly discernible in the 16th verse of the 12th

e :
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‘s FgRfavae afenal Fam )
WEETd 758 e 38 WggE=IEd 1'%

[21 In the fourth siitra of the Paficasiitra, a group of sentences occurs
as undernoted :

Eufsas, fovie, Yo, =7 30 fram fa wos, grymeone aufafa fafsa
s o Sfesers g9 1128

The verses of the 12th faf¥m, partly bearing verbal similarity and
reverberating the significance of those sentences are as follows :

"zt T3 S o TaTTEgE gk
feragrify W v s e oy
g gmaizon fa g fanm 3 9 fafes
frrvez fafeon ga vrbor wordaes fa 1'%

[3] In the fourth sitra of the Paficasiitraka, there are sentences 'sTaai

THEEATON STEFHRUT | 3 TTEEsi | gl fagh srgwd 1'28 Now, the following

verse of the second SIS9I% bears complete similarity with the above sentences :

TEHRER A ¥ T A FaraarITe |
TSR 1 aer=d Ay 3fd e n??

The significant point here is that the phrase $THEHRUMY appearing in
the text of the Paficasiitra has been explained as el TEdIgEmERIRTC in
its commentary and the phrase STRIAITTE appearing in the verse of WEy&
has been also explained as HaRT: WA WA E: HAAUETTRATT
TEARE-2°! by its commentators. On this account, not only the verbal
agreement but also the similarity of the reading of these two separate treatises

becomes evident.

[4] ‘FEgoms g 4ot - SsaagaEy aarsfan Heesi afsrsamuniy
IRERE TS T @ §, TaagFEaie | TIEa SeHT, HEe S, WA 3
3rea, SifvTeyS T | WS GEA A, T dwsl S0 wavg, siegefharsen, emerrgg g it
o fa9r@1 1732 (In the fifth siitra of the Pafcasiitra)

¥ WeaHy 98 TAIfs Tooed weafrsa |
e - o -<ipr- e gig @ sTvatao 131

WA §F HHLA 60 58 47 !
THIT TN s=sisTorses A 2 9 kil
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RIS Td TR F AT e )
T 3N de S fafiast g iwse
(20th fafir)

How striking is the coirespondence between the two aforementioned
references, the first lying in the fifth stitra of the Paricasiitra and the second

in the verses of the 20th faggafafyme:.

{5] In the same way, the sentence of the fifth sitra wea un aedl forgm
UAP* can be compared with the sentence S°¥ 7 T fa@ ma srofar®S of
the verse 18th of the 20th fafys.

[6] Also, there is a sentence in the fifth sttra of the Paficasiitra as = 9«1
#Saqa3®®. This is powerful and regulatively assuming the form of
an argument, and as it can be easily compatible in different references, it
can be employed there. And, for this very reason, in the 19th verse the of
20th faf¥1e1, Haribhadra sfiri has employed this very argumentative sentence

as below :- TG WAl Ta0 1 WS WA wdaqwas 137

Here, the reading, which has been traditionally accepted everywhere
and which has been incorporated by Abhyankar in the fagfafatirar edited
by him, is as below :- T TAY &4 o W13 on qdaeqas 1°° This reading appears
to be faulty after considering the method of the employment of the sentence
7§ TGaSs in the Paficasiitra. 91 might have been transformed into ¥
through the mistake of the scribe or it is possible that it might have been
incorrectly read and the reading THa 9l also positively appears in some
manuscripts. Therefore, the very sentence 991 7 99a{dg appears appropriate
and consistent in meaning : and from all these considerations, it per se
becomes an established truth, indeed beyond any doubt, that the author of
the Taf¥rT and the WA is one and the same person.

[7] The discussion, which is carried on in the following sentences of
the fifth siitra of Paficasiitra - V1 Tefea@l A& TRE | 9 AMGE THI | ¥ G&Q
Forfart | or Fafereiie STrggrol ( o1 FUUIE) ARRYT | T YA WINT | O haersiaeand |37
etc. is the same in a slightly differing manner in the following verses of

the second fafSrt, namely SsTfefatie.

‘iR YoaTEaT A 4 e wa TR A 9 eista 2
fefarrasm < @ a1 1 =@ vd T gy
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qeat QUHETAI=nY 99 HeEgrarst |

g wamsta g goe freaisfa 3 swaegferd ngu

@ 99 gsfeam (Rfegan wads am@on sifawen 7
TETHERTEaTd qfeoors JaEanils 136140

[8] In the same way, we find the very rational annotation of

the sentences—3TTgsiay SUNfEsa wa, sonfgwgsroEaiae®! in the first
stitra and 3ToIgH Sl qa1R9r*2 in the fifth siitra, in nearly initial 12 verses® of

the second fafr.

[9] A free translation of the sentence YETEETH TEHTIIaTHISY,
TR HRETH] SRR HEs* of the first sitra is clearly noticeable in the first

verse :

‘Tresaan go g wme P wenfEs |

deqeRe R WIal Seaaggia Hn*s

of the fourth faff and the first half of the eighth verse, ‘wifn
FeomaaEfaTIS GSIHETE! 40 of the selfsame fafireat.

[10] The sentences in the third siitra are as under :

‘qaq HEIY, Seaseied 4R | ORI R SRR O i e g
&9 weagai | a9 TeE US| Geowl SAUISaTHIY) WUSW Q@ SHgoriTeon-
TR 1747

Some aphorisms of Haribhadra siiri’s &H{&= may now be compared
with those noted above. These are :- GUI-TFREIGA I3 G @ 30
131 graeTte ST iRun g faadatag@afa nan Sagwn qan faeafata 1w
7 i o 1:¢n Swafgadafita 1] 1 g Sifafeamareafuty 1z ol ey
= gia 1308

The beauty of the situation here is that the transiation of certain aphorisms
bearing numbers 23, 24, 31 from among the aforementioned is directly met
with in the afore-recorded original textual matter, while the sense of
the remaining aphorisms is found in the commentary of the Paficasiitra®.
This fact strongly corroborates the circumstance that Haribhadra sfiri
positively is the author of the Paricasiitra as well as its commentary.

{111 The context of the two sentences ‘U1 fafqaar s/worea’ and "o weam
ffa=ii®®’ incorporated in the fifth sitra exactly corresponds with the two

following verses of TRTEfFaT=a :
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foraramrgd o-~qemen Fada |
YUATCAI g~ WG WA T=; 1iRooll

g e f5ea- T 9 e 39 |
T ¥ Yafiad 5y gHtg 90 11Rer)i™3]

[12] I guess that the term f&g&n in the Jaina literature is for the first

time noticeable in the works of Haribhadra stri. Qut of his works :—

(L

(i)

(HiD)

{iv)

The term faZal is employed in the above-recorded verse, bearing
the number 200 of the ﬁ’l@fﬁﬂ'&ﬁ'ﬂ

The employment of the term €287 has been attributed to ancient writers
[Patafijali and so forth according to the commentary] by incorporating

the clause ‘feeanficigwanfegdydfad aan’ in the verse bearing the number
489 of the ghTfa= 152

The term f&Ean is again encountered in the phrase ‘T 39 fefeza’ in
the 16th verse of the 2nd fafers, of the fawfafaf¥tem. The traditionally
famous reading 'T8 <& AsfF@, which has been accepted by Abhyankar
is incorrect and inconsistent. Here, if we accept the reading fafesan,
then alone it sounds appropriate in case of all other situations®.

The term f=&7 is employed in the eighth verse of the 15th Wew& of
the STePIERWOT, which is as follows : “FrFeRImal 1 73 fEESEHgURa |
g 154 Here the term fg2&71 does not offer the meaning, which
has been attributed to it in other treatises. Here this term is used in
the sense of 3TATEE=AM consistently with its etymological interpretation
oEiTem faeedl. Here we can clearly see how intelligently and consistently
a Jaindcarya employs the term feea, which bears a technical meaning
according to the Sankhya school of philosophy. Yet, the application
the term, even when the context is changed, does not seem improper.

It is possible that Haribhadra siiri might have employed this term in his

other works also. Now, we have to see whether he has employed the term
f2e? in the sentence ‘W f&fEF@ 3ypTo’™S of the Padcasiitra in the same
sense in which he has used this term in the aforementioned three works

barring the WE9Te,

This appears to be a favourite term of Haribhadra stri, because i

[13] The term TP is employed in the fourthsiitra of the Paficasiitra.
t>7 appears
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also in the fargrfafatyrent [8/3], though in a different contextual sense. There
it bears the meaning “Adoration conferring all-sided auspiciousness
(FEHTTEHION ToT). In the tenth verse of the ninth SIS¥ this adoration has
been styled fa=Arasm, but the commentator Yasovijaya has suggested that
worship to have been published by ¥HawES,

[14] Lastly, let us glance at the sentences in the ending portion of
the Paficasiitra. It has been written in the last aphorism that ‘3 @& s#ifa 3=
Tomfaassast aoiom | YIRS ST HITHATCY | THT weuia goas 150 et
cetera. The sense which is embodied in the above aphorism, appears exactly
in the same significance in the concluding portion of the I refag==ra :

‘gfarg 58 Wig YAl 29 BTETE_ 1IRRE N
rasE Farsensiy ggauta s
sraracfieiad 3 grveRrTa: (133160

The contents given in these works, if passed to unworthy persons,
the persons will become victims in any sort of calamity; therefore, it is
a favour to them in not giving therh the contents. Such a compassionate
attitude, even in different words, can be impartially seen here. |

All afore-recorded references unambiguously show that, it is very
positively Haribhadra siri and none else who emerges as the author of
the original text of the Paficastiitra. Had it not been so, the content-references
of the Paricasiitra cannot bear similarity with the several corresponding
references from the many works—Prakrit as well as Sanskrit—of that Acarya
to such an extent.

Despite this clear internal evidence, if the view of attributing
the authorship of the Paficasitra to an unknown ancient (Fa=F) dcarya
or the ene by name ‘Cirantana’ who might have flourished prior to
Haribhadra stiri be maintained, we will be forced to accept that
Haribhadracarya might have borrowed verbally as well as sensewise all
the above-recorded references from ‘the others” works compared with
the references of the Paficasttra and the contents discussed therein and,
simuitaneously with this, the originality of Haribhadra sfiri observable in
the presentation of matter, thoughts, and all of his works would come to
nil. A conclusion such as that would amount to deing the gravest injustice
to him and to his works.
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6. Pt. Bechardas Doshi had observed : “From the linguistic point of
view, grammarians have given three types of Prakrit : (1) Prakrit that is
based upon Sanskrit; (2) Prakrit that is like Sanskrit : (3) Native
Prakrit.....The grammar (of Hemacandracarya) belongs to the first
category.”®!

In conscnance with the above-mentioned view, if we examine
the language of the originaltext of the Paficasiitra, we will be convinced of
its being the §&had mﬁ language, observing as it does all the later rules
of the Hemacandriya grammar. The language of the works such as
the fastfafaf¥reer and so forth by Haribhadra siiri is typologically the same.
We can understand this phenomenon after taking inte consideration
the Prakrit words coming from Sanskrit and those bearing the similarity
with Sanskrit, employed by the author, in his works. And the same is
the situation with the Paficasiitra. For this very reason, there is no difficulty
at all in taking Haribhadra siiri as the author of the original text of

the Paficasiitra.

Even though some scholars are led to suppose that the language of
the Paficasitra is not Prakrit (Jaina Mahardst) but is Ardhamagadhi, like
the language employed in the dgamas, yet they have not put forward
convincing reasons or evidence in corroboration of this supposition. It is
possible that, having seen the employment of ¥ in the singular forms of
nominative case in construction like HUTgsa, ¥d, HGATUEATY, THREEA,
TFEIFEN? etc., those scholars might have been led to stipulate the language
of the Paiicasiitra as Ardhamagadhi. But against it, had they taken into
account the 3% unambiguously employed in thePrakrit language in
the singular forms of the nominative case elsewhere in inany places in this

very work in the construction such as WRIRfGERAFE!, FATAIUOR 01,
wrorganad, faaden 4 d9n, srorafgas@rait? ete., they would not have arrived at
the above supposition. Quoting the view of M. Winternitz, Kulkarni
concludes : “The language of the post-canonical Jain works is partly
Prakrit—the so called Jaina Mah&rastiT and partly Sanskrit. The language
of the other Prakrit works of Haribhadra siiri is Jaina Maha&rastri, whereas
the Paficasiitra is written in Ardhamiagadhi prose. So Acarya Haribhadra
siri was possibly not its author, but it is a treatise written by some ancient
Acarya prior to Haribhadra stiri.”®* But the striking similarity of the language
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discernible in other works of Haribhadracarya and in the Padfcastitra, as
also the similarity of linguistic usages involving ¥=pa¥9 and H%ha9d words
as stated above, positively proves that the work in question is composed not
in Ardhmagadhi but in Prakrit.

Also, the argument advanced by Kulkarni that “The treatise in question
is in Ardhamagadhi prose and so it is not written by Haribhadra stri because
his other treatises are in Prakrit” hold no water. Is it not possible that the same
author can employ different languages and different dictions ? Is it not
possible that the same author can write in versified form as well as in prose ?
To the contrary, this situation indicates to a profound and highly erudite
genius possessing the knowledge of several languages. If a competent
Gujaratl or Maharastrian poet/ author can write prose / poetic literature
in other languages such as Hindi, English, and so forth as he would in his
own native tongue, then what obstacle lies in the way in believing that
a master scholar like Haribhadra sturi can write works in different varieties
of Prakrit ?

7. The second point of importance is that the Paficasitra probably is
believed to have been the work of Cirantanacarya and until now the tradition
continues that the name of the ‘Cirantanacirya’ is unknown. Now,
a question arises : This Cirantanicarya is inevitably considered to be faz=
(ancient) for us even today and, therefore, we can take it for granted that,
he perhaps may be believed to be unknown even in the past centuries. But
how can it be believed that this Cirantanicarya and his name might be
unknown to Acarya Haribhadra siiri ? Kulkarni believed that this
Cirantanacarya might have flourished a century or more before Haribhadra
stri®®. And if we are to proceed on the line that the Paficastitra is a post-
canonical composition, we must accept the above inference of Kulkarni.
Could it be consistently rational that the name of Cirantanacarya, who
might have flourished a century or two before Haribhadra stiri may be an
author unknown or unfamiliar to Haribhadra siiri ? Definitely not. Like
this work, its author alse (if he were a different person} cannot be unknown
to Haribhadra stri and had he known the author of the original text, he
would not have remained silent about his authorship and unhesitatingly
revealed his name. This consideration once again leads us to believe that
Haribhadra stiri himself was the author of the siatra-work.
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The gist of the above discussion is that, just as Haribhadra stri is
the author of the commentary of the Y=F<®, in the same way he himself
is the author of the Sitra-text of the Paficasiitraka. Concomitantly with
the establishment of this truth, the tradional belief upheld by four scholars,
namely Shah, Abhyankar, Upadhye, and Kulkarni and the arguments they
offered for the corroboration of this belief, per se become invalid.

A question that now arises is precisely this. Though Haribhadra siri is
the author of the Paficasiitra, yet whence and when arose this confusion /
uncertainty about the authorship of this composition ?

From the investigations carried out, it seems that the confusion may
have arisen in the 15th century of Vikrama Fra or somewhere closer to that
date. In the three available ancient palm-leaf manuscripts of the Paficasttra,
which in all probability were written between the 12th and the 14th century
of Vikrama Era, as recorded by Munirdja Jambiivijaya, there is no reference
anywhere to its author. The only indication there is W% ogF®°°". It can
be inferred that, during that period, there might not be any confusion
regarding the authorship of this work.

The first record of the type may be sensed in the following statement :

TS TrhaE, A0 220,
EHE ZIRE] <087,

The list of the Jaina works in the ¥gfgmf~ar which was prepared by
some learned Jain-monk early in the latter half of the 16th century of Vikrama
Era, does not refer to this record regarding the author of the Paficasiitra and
therein it has been reported that the commentary thereon is Hdaribhadri’
It cannot be denied that the confusion might have arisen from this record.
If we focus on this record and read “9TEEH WEHEAHE YA %0 Fiad BT ¢co’,
and if we draw therefrom the meaning—The Paficasiitra in the Prakrit
language having 210 siitras, and the vrtti thereon equal in volume to verses
880—with the addition of the particle 9, it cannot be denied that the term
Hdribhadri is supposed to have covered both the Sitra (original text) and
the Vrtti (the commentary). And the term Haribhadri is in the feminine
gender consistently with the feminine gender of the word Vrzti.

Of course, this may be looked upon as a little far-fetched; for all earlier
scholars, in view of the fact that author’s name was not specified for
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the Suatra-text, were led to believe that the qualification ‘Haribhadri QIRGED)
only indicated the name of the commentator since it unambiguously refers
to the term g9, But, it is a noteworthy circumstance that, in this record,
regarding the name of the original author there is no statement like
faaerdEd or 3TWRHGS®. And that circumstance corroborates the erroneous
interpreration stated above. However, instead of adopting this line of
‘thinking, someone, after noticing the above-noted record, might have taken
the work as 31da&g® and thereafter that faulty supposition may have been
perpetuated.

After this, from the colophons of the two manuscripts of the Pafcastitra,
copied in the 17th century of Vikrama Era, it can be clearly understood that
either during that time or a little before it, a misunderstanding that
the author of the Paficasiitra and its commentator may have been different
persons and that the name of the original author was unknown, may have
gained currency. Those colophons are as follows :

g dugE 1| % ) Fd favamardfags 9 feueegg feforerar: 1168

It is probable that, perhaps there may have been such colophons in
other manuscripts'also, copied during that period. And the tradition
reflecting the miscomprehension regarding the identity of the author of
the Paficasttra may have arisen from such misleading records. The direct
consequence of such colophons leading to such a misunderstanding was
that, instead of taking the sentence ‘Ffd: faarauardzfiivgs, wdd afemgaeg’
put by the commentator (i.e. the author), after the sentence ‘m
HAE at the end of the commentary of the Paficasiitra—in the reference of
the original text and commentary, critics of our times may have taken this
sentence to apply to the commentary alone.

And the second happening strenghthening the above-mentioned
misunderstanding is that, at the end of the work composed by Haribhadra
siiri, the term Yafe®@ which appears as a signifier of Haribhadra’s work, is
not present in the concluding portion of the Paficasiitra text.

Now, when we know that the belief of attributing the authorship of
the Paficasiitra text to Cirantandcarya is not older than the late medieval
times and we have at some length discussed the evidence regarding
Haribhadra’s authorship of the text of the Paficasiitra as well as
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the commentary thereon, the sentence ‘Ffu: faara@’ is positively by
Haribhadra siiri and it is certain that the phrase is employed here in reference
to the original text together with the commentary. Also, granted that
the term wafa® does not directly appear,-its sense arguably has been
conveyed by the author in a different way, ¥a/9® means emancipation
from the transmigratory cycle. In the last sentence of the Paficasitra,
the author has suggested the expectation of emancipation, but it is not
through the term fa%, but through the term f:85%, employed there either
affirmatively or positively. Refer, in this context, the last sentence of
the Pafcasiitra :

o wev fa ez wivnefagg sifaeomean faemreegam fdgaafen fa
oSG 167

If, however, the demand for the term fa%2 is insisted upon, then even in
the end portion of the commentary supposed to be written by Haribhadra
stiri, the term 9@ is nowhere noticeable ! And on that ground the authorship
of Haribhadra siiri for the commentary can as well be objected, even denied.
So, taking the term %% as synonymous with the term afe®, would
allow us in connecting the total composition with Haribhadra siiri.

Regarding the authorship of the Pancasitra, M. A. Dhaky, in his
communication some years ago to me, wrote :

“Your Holiness believes this text to be the composition of Haribhadra
stiri instead of Cirantanacarya. Examining the original text from
the standpoint of matter, diction, and style which are replete with
gracefulness and elegance, it also seems to me that it is a post-canonical
work : it, moreover reflects the constructions of phrases and sentences
which can be called relatively modern. Haribhadra siiri has neither referred
to the name of the YFHnor has he respectfully presented the text as ancient.
Also, he has not offered obeisance to the FF®L Thus comprehending, it
may seem that the commentator and the author of the original text is
the same person.”

Thus, as deduced from the bulk of evidence, internal as well as external,
Haribhadra sfiri arguably is the author also eof the text proper of
the Paficasittra.

The Paficasutra, a work which may have been composed by him in
the evening of his life, appears to be the essence of his life-long study of
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the sastras. There can be no denying that this composition happens to be
the manifestation of the spiritual ecstasy, his attainment of the higher level
in the practice of mysticai science. From the ratiocinations discussed in
the ArTefBRysa which are introduced in the Paficasiitra, probably more
charmingly and in brief and pithy sentences as also a quotation from that
work’? at one place in the commentary of the Paficasiitra, this latter work
must be subsequent to the composition of the FhTefgea™ and his other
works. Prior to this, he may have cormnposed several other works covering
different topics, including plausibly @, in the later part of his life. And in
that late lot appears the composition of the Pafcasitra.

Abhyankar, too, with reference to this very point, records his own
opinion as underquoted :-

“qa FaE A AW TR SHyiaae e W ged o s g
TR T ARSI qaT - S F aea 01 g6 d: W9 Safagragiaae g 7+
ffrareeT TR - NrAET g g - TEIE TRl YT RaeT= |
ARy AT A - A ag=E Faataf @it | s afoarRiTERe:
waE T fanteam fafaw faaamon geuwemgaandt faefafafemmm u=a
frmrdifa 171" To this we may add ; “TgA=) AFHMESIRIrad 91 shaaym
TERFHT Helhed Tl gee wfefa 1

The aforenoted criticism leads us to conceive that, here in the field of
Jaina literature, perhaps there may have been two methods of composing works :

1. The method of amplifying, in the works that follow in succession,
the topics rthat were elucidated in the earlier works.

2. The method of abbreviating, in the fresh works, the topics
elucidatively presented and at some length in the earlier works. With
reference to Bhagavan Haribhadra sori, it can be stated that, out of the above
two methods, he might have adopted the second. For getting a clear
understanding, it may be stated that he might have composed some of his
notabie works in the following chronological order :

Paficasaka
Vimsika
Sodasaka
Asteka
Paficastitraka

A e
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In the medieval biographical tradition, Haribhadra siri enjoys
a reputation in the field of Jainism as the author of 1444 Prakarana works.
A few Prakarana-treatises and a few commentaries (on the works earlier
composed) written by him, are available. Among these, those that are in
our possession—specially, those in whose appellations numeral-words are
employed—are available. Thanks to the deduction now reached that
Haribhadra siiri is the author of the Parficasiitra, a most notable example
has been added to the list of his works and this is a circumstance signifying
our good fortune and indeed is a matter of gratification.
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