The Unknown Lonka
Tradition and the Cultural Unconscious

PETER FLUGEL

In the last two decades, the main focus of Jaina research has shifted
from the effectively a-historical exploration of the language, con-
tent and form of the Svetambara canon in particular, to the histori-
cal and anthropological investigation of “strategies of transmis-
sion” of tradition, including “canonisation” and “transformation”
(Bruhn 1987: 107f.). The guiding question in this research is how
to conceptualise the relationship between continuity and change
within the “Jaina tradition” (Carrithers 1990: 142). The investiga-
tion of this question became imperative after the philological de-
construction of earlier notions of a Jaina “ur-canon” and the “dog-
matic immutability” of the Jaina doctrine (Bruhn 1987: 104, 107),
as a consequence of which even the core principles of “true Jain-
ism” (Dundas 1993: 253) and the term “Jaina” itself (Fliigel 2005:
2-5) became problematic.

THE PRESENT IN THE PAST

In current academic studies, the history of the Jaina tradition is pre-
dominately presented as an interactive process between texts and
practices through time (Cort 1990: 59). The emphasis is on the
continuity of canonical histories, monastic traditions, and religious
properties,' which offer alternative points of connection for the for-

! See the empirical studies on Jain laity in Carrithers & Humphrey 1991.
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mation of variable group identities. In this model, scripture,’ lineal
descent, and the direct link to a charismatic teacher function as
alternative sources of authority and legitimation as Granoff (1991:
76f.; 1993: 315), Dundas (1993: 250), Qvarnstrom (1998: 33f., 46)
and Balbir (2003a: 267-269) have shown in their studies of late
medieval Jaina sectarian traditions. Practice is not seen anymore as
a mere enactment of rules, but also as an impetus for re-interpre-
tation of rules or for the creation of new rules. Examples of such
processes are particularly visible in the context of sectarian rivalry
“expressing the stiffening of group identity, rather than the perse-
vering of an archaic tradition” (Balbir 2003a: 267). Neither textual
traditions nor descent constructs are now seen as static, despite the
fact that innovations are within the Jaina tradition commonly intro-
duced as “views well-rooted in the scriptural tradition” (Balbir
2003a: 263).

Although earlier views of the unchanging nature of the princi-
pal features of Jainism are being replaced by this new approach, the
dominant lines of influence still run from the past to the present,
from text to practice. Yet, with growing historical and ethnogra-
phical information, it seems both possible and necessary to reverse
the perspective. After all, in any situation, the choice is not whether
to obey or to disobey transmitted rules, but which rule to obey, as
the anthropologists M. Gluckman and E. Leach both noted.’ In the
Jaina context, this is a truism. The amorphous nature of the canon-
ical scriptures alone, not to mention the commentaries and imports
from non-Jain traditions, forces strategies of selection and reduc-
tion of complexity on everyone who refers to them, even disregard-
ing instrumental interests. The question is not whether to obey or to
disobey the scriptures, but which scripture to obey, and how to
interpret it.

2 Used in a wider sense, including commentary, and ritual literature.

3 See Bloch 1989: 5; Bourdieu 1992: 53. See also Carrithers’ (2000: 834) in-
vestigation of eclecticism or “polytropy” in the Jain tradition.
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W. C. Smith’s (1962/1991: 168) concept of “cumulative tradi-
tion” already highlighted that “a tradition” presents itself not as an
entity but as “a growing congeries of items” of diverse nature,
which is only “unified in the conceptual mind, by processes of
conceptual abstraction”. J. Assmann’s (2000: 39f.) notion of “cul-
tural memory” covers similar ground. Yet, it puts less emphasis on
processes of conscious transmission and re-vitalisation of a tradi-
tion through the faith of individual participants, as Smith’s notion
does, or the selective instrumentalisation of the past through the
“connective memory” of particular groups, as current reconstruc-
tions of Jaina sectarian histories do, but focuses on the latent
function of the entire “archive” (Derrida) of the amorphous “cultu-
ral unconscious”. In Assmann’s view, the interesting aspects of
“cultural memory” are the forgotten, ignored, obsolete, hidden, ex-
cluded, suppressed or disrespected elements of a tradition, which
are still accessible but unutilised and therefore “freely at one’s
disposal”.* The term “cultural memory” is wider than the term
“tradition”, which in its restricted sense refers to a consciously con-
structed instrumentalisation of the past in terms of present needs
and interests. Though inspired by Freud’s notions of repression and
latency, the “cultural unconscious” in this sense must be distin-
guished both from inferred processes of “unconscious thought”
and “deep motivations” (Goonasekere 1986: 7), and from spheres
of value within the realm of ideology which are not systematically
expressed (Laidlaw 1985: 51f.), and in this sense “unconscious”
(Cort 1990: 60). It overlaps, however, with the sphere of pre-

* Assmann 2000: 34. His definition contrasts “cultural memory”, based prima-
rily on the medium of writing, with “communicative memory”, the social aspect
of individual memory, and with “collective” and “connective memory”, which is
primarily ritually constituted: “Das kulturelle Geddchtnis umfasst im Gegensatz
zum kommunikativen Gedichtnis das Uralte, Abgelegte, Ausgelagerte und im
Gegensatz zum kollektiven und Bindungsgedachtnis das Nichtinstrumentalisier-
bare, Haretische, Subversive, Abgespaltene” (p. 41). He uses the term “uncon-
scious transmission” (p. 40).
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conscious habits, dispositions and practices (Bourdieu 1992: 52ff.)
in a yet to be explored way.

In this article, I will utilise this perspective for the analysis
of the modern historiography of Lonka and the Lonkagaccha, by
focusing on processes of canonisation and repression of memory,
and on techniques of selective citation and re-combination of trans-
mitted elements of the Jain tradition’ through which authority was
claimed both by Lonka and his successors and by modern authors
who tried to establish Lonka as an ancestral figure for competing
factions of the aniconic Jaina tradition, which Lonka is said to have
founded on the basis of the scriptures alone. I will first explore the
ways in which the teachings of Lonka and the Lonkagaccha tradi-
tion have been depicted in modern literature, and how the scant
information on Lonka was compiled and redacted by different in-
terested parties, and then turn to some of the texts which have been
attributed to Lonka himself to delimit the scope of his influence on
the still existing but ignored Lonkagaccha tradition, which has lost
all memory of its own past and on the Sthanakavast and Terapanth
traditions. I am not trying to solve the presently unanswerable
question of the accuracy of the transmitted historical knowledge on
Lonka’s biography and beliefs but will focus primarily on the ana-
lysis of the effective history (Wirkungsgeschichte) of his ideas.®

THE UNKNOWN LONKA

The true nature of the biography and teachings of Lonka is still di-
sputed within the Jaina tradition, even now, more than five hundred

’ “Source quotations play an essential part in the demonstration” (Balbir
2003a: 263). Important in this context is J. Leslie’s distinction between authority
and meaning (Leslie 2003: 74f.). Pioneering works on the use of quotations
(uddharana) in the Jaina scriptures itself are the Berliner Konkordanz of K.
Bruhn and C. B. Tripathi, and the recent publication of K. K. Jain (2003). The
re-combination of elements always involves aspects of creative invention.

6 See Gadamer 1990: 305ff.; also Bruhn 1981: 18; 1987: 111; Gombrich
1988: 21. For an analysis of the institutional conditions of this history see also
Fliigel 2000; 2003a; forthcoming (c).
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years after his death.” It is commonly accepted that Lunka or Lonka®
was a layman who lived in Gujarat sometime between 1415-1489.
Because of his access to the Svetambara scriptures, he was able to
articulate a powerful, text-based critique of the laxity, Sithilacara,
of contemporary Jaina mendicants, and to reject the prevailing
practice of image-worship as “uncanonical”, since, in his view, it
was predicated on violence and attachment to property.” No con-
sensus exists, however, on the nature of Lonka’s influence on the
formation of the aniconic mendicant traditions which emerged
in the aftermath of his protest: the Lonkagaccha tradition,'® which
was founded by Bhana in the 1470s, and the Sthanakavasi tradi-
tions, which were established in the early 17th century by different
groups of dissenting sadhus of the Lonkagaccha who objected to
the re-emergence of image-worship within the tradition. Due to a
lack of reliable sources,'' nothing certain can be said at present

7 On the history of research of the aniconic Svetambara traditions see Fliigel
2000: 40-46; Jain & Kumar 2003: 109-115.

8 Hastimal (1995: 765) criticises that he is variously called Lumpaka (from
lutera, thief) or luriga (from lucca, scoundrel), etc., by his opponents, rather than
by his real name. Weber (1882: 807f.) and Malvaniya (1965: 185) interpret
lumpaka as the Sanskrit translation of lumka (laumka), the “breaker” or “de-
stroyer” of (the worship of) images, the creator of ruins. The real name of
“Lonka” remains unknown. The first text which mentions “Sah” as the family
name seems to be the Lorkasaha Siloko, written in Samvat 1600 (1543/4) by the
Lonkagaccha yati KeSavarsi.

’ Mirtip@ijaka scholars such as Devagupta Siri (1016 CE) of the Upakesa-
gaccha defined injury to living beings committed during the construction of tem-
ples and in the preparation of pija with flowers, fruits and water as a form of
unavoidable or occupational violence (aGrambhaja himsa) (Williams 1983: 66).
Digambaras additionally use the term udyogi himsa, violence that is connected
with a purposeful (religious) action.

' Originally: “Jinamata”.

! Apart from Des$ar’s ground-breaking survey of Gujarati literature (1926-44),
only two studies of an exploratory character are available to date on the meagre
surviving textual material of the Lonkagaccha yatis: Alam§ah Khan 1965, and
particularly Muni Kantisagara 1965. Judging on the basis of these sources, it
appears that most texts of the Lonkagaccha traditions are poems or songs of a
hagiographic or biographical nature. Given their chronological precedence, it
seems that the surviving Lonkagaccha pattavalis, published by Hastimal (1968),
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about the biography of Lonka, and even less about the early leaders
of the Lonkagaccha, although this may change in due course.*

The dearth of historical sources is a consequence both of the
long-standing suppression of all but the most basic information
concerning Lonka by his opponents,” and of the lack of interest
in the creation and transmission of literature by the followers of
Lonka, who evidently were more concerned with the preservation
of his basic ideas (Sinnpflege) than of the texts (Textpflege).*
Emptied of historical memory, the modern image of Lonka can be
painted in almost any colour, like contours on a white canvas. By
the beginning of the 20th century, Lonka was revered as an ances-
tral figure not only by the Lonkagaccha traditions, but also by the
rival Sthanakavast and Terapanth traditions; each claiming to mani-
fest his teaching in its purest form. The premise of this contest, that
religious authority is conveyed not only by proper conduct in ac-
cordance with the prescriptions of the scriptures (siddhanta) but
also by either lineal or direct spiritual descent (parampara) from a
prestigious ancestor,” was not entirely new in the aniconic tradi-
tion.'® In addition to Mahavira, Lonka is mentioned as a source of

were composed on the basis of such earlier sources. See Fligel 2003a: 180f.
JAansundar (1936: 27) rightly complained that the “unreliable” (apramanika)
partavalis of the Lonkagacchas do not contain any information on the doctrine of
Lonka or the Lonkagacchas nor on their forms of organisation.

12 The surviving biographical sources on the Lonkagaccha ascetics have not
yet been studied.

1% The early Lonkagaccha traditiond were opposed by local Martipajaka and
Sthanakavast rivals, and to a lesser extent by Digambaras. References to Lonka
were, literally, erased from the few surviving manuscripts which could have
been attributed to him (see picture on p. 278). Even today, Martipajaka libraries
are often instructed by the acaryas of their tradition not to permit access to
materials relating to Lonka.

14 See Assmann 1987 for the terms Sinnpflege and Textpflege.

!5 As Dundas (1993: 253) pointed out, the Terapanth did initially not refer to
any predecessors and has still not published an official pastavali which con-
structs a direct line of succession back to Mahavira or another Tirthankara. In
this respect, the Terapanthis present themselves as direct disciples of Mahavira,
like the Sramanasangha. See Bhandari 1937: 96; Fliigel 2003a: 194ff.

16 See Balbir 2003a: 268f.
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authority in almost all surviving old pattavalis of the Lonkagaccha
and Sthanakavasi traditions. However, although they are amongst
the earliest written documents of the tradition, the oldest Sthanaka-
vast pattavalis cannot be dated much earlier than the beginning of
the 19th century.'” Before the modern Jaina revival in the second
half of the 19th century, the institutional structures of the aniconic
traditions were very rudimentary and, within the five main lines of
tradition, in a state of permanent flux. Instead of pattavalis, which
trace the succession of group leaders, the dominant descent con-
structs were gurvavalis, that is lists which trace the guru-sisya
lineages, as documented in the colophons of the oldest surviving
manuscripts which contain mostly biographical poems and songs."'®
It seems, the perceived need for group organisation and ideological
integration through elaborate descent constructs emerged in the
Sthanakavasi tradition only when, facing extinction under condi-
tions of colonial domination, Hindu nationalism and sectarian
rivalry, the quest for organisation, reform and competitive re-
appropriation of the past had gained a new momentum."’

At the time, the sectarian struggle over the definition of the
cultural memory of Lonka was particularly intense between the
Sthanakavasis and the reformed “Samvegi” Tapagaccha Murtipdja-
kas. For the Murtiptjakas (and the Digambaras) Lonka continued
to be the prototypical heretic and one of the greatest threats to the
survival of their own tradition. In an intriguing role-reversal, the
Sthanakavasis and the Murtipiijakas re-enacted the ideological
struggle between Lonka (and the Lonkagaccha) and his Murti-
pujaka opponents in the 15th century. Yet, the agenda had signifi-

'7 Cf. Hastimal 1968. The fact that the chronologies are relatively young may
be seen as confirmation for the general view that the Sthanakavasi muni Jethmal
was the first to invoke Lonka as the dharmaguru of his tradition in 1808. See
infra.

'8 On the form and function of pattavalts and gurvavalis see Fliigel 2003a:
177-196.

!9 Purification of the sarigha was already an established motive for institution
building in the Svetambara tradition.
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cantly changed. At stake was not only the justification of image-
worship on the part of the Maurtipijakas, but also the quest for
legitimacy of a wide variety of new monastic orders and sectarian
traditions which, by now, derived their religious identity directly
from the layman Lonka — either through descent constructs or
through the acceptance of his interpretation of the scriptures. At the
centre of the controversies were idiosyncratic points of the custom-
ary law, samdcari or maryada, of the monastic traditions® which
are at the heart of the aniconic sects.”’ Monastic customary law is
multidimensional in both form and content. Usually it is transmit-
ted in the form of hand-written lists of proclamations (bol) in ver-
nacular prose, often only comprising quotes from the scriptures
with or without commentary, but also in form of poems or ques-
tion-and-answer texts (prasnottara). It regulates not only the con-
duct, but also the doctrinal outlook, organisation and liturgy of a
particular group of mendicants.” As such, it provides a crucial link
between doctrine and practice, scripture and community, and is
prone to processes of canonisation.” A crucial point of contention
between the Sthanakavast and the Maurtiptjaka traditions was
whether Lonka himself formulated a list of instructions which led
to the formation of the Lonkagaccha, what exactly these instruc-
tions were, and how they related to the customs of the various con-
temporary Sthanakavasi traditions. Currently, no records are

20 According to Dundas (1993: 248), one of the principal critics of the Lonka
tradition, the Miurtiptijaka monk Dharmasagara, rejected in his Pravacana-
pariksa the arbitrary basis of customary law with the remark that if custom were
an acceptable criterion then even the views of the Lonkagaccha would be
acceptable. Jhansundar (1936: 182) also distinguishes between the Jaina gjiia
and Lonka’s maryada in order to devalue the latter. On the Jain maryada
literature see Fliigel 2003D.

2! The foci for processes of identity formation of the image-worshipping sects
are both mendicant orders and temples.

2 Balbir (2003a: 259; 2003b: 53) stresses the difference between “ethics” and
“abstract ideas and concepts”.

2 On the problem of canonisation in the Jaina context see Bruhn 1987: 106.
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known on disputes about Lonka’s teachings amongst Sthanakavasis
and members of the Lonkagaccha.

The key question, to what extent the prescribed** customary
practices of the different aniconic traditions (and those of the Marti-
pujakas) actually coincided with canonical prescriptions, triggered
a series of heated disputes, which peaked in the 1930s, at the height
of the nationalist and religious revivalist movements in India. At
the time, the Svetambara revivalist movements competed vigorous-
ly with one another and with Hindu revivalist groups, such as the
aniconic Arya Samaj of Svami Dayanand Sarasvati (1824-1883),”
and with Christian missionaries for support amongst the adherents
of the traditional Jaina communities. Particularly virulent were
the written exchanges between Sthanakavasi mendicants and ex-
Sthanakavasi Mirtiptjaka monks from the Pafijab and Rajasthan,
such as the polemicists Muni Buddhivijay (Biiteray) (1807-1882),%
Acarya Atmaram (Vijayanand Siiri) (1837-1897)*7 and his Gujarat-

2 Observed behaviour of individual monks was generally not the key point of
criticism.

% See for instance Dayanand’s polemic against the Jains (1882/1908: 439ff)),
which Sastri (1915) has also written about, the responses scattered throughout
Atmaram’s work (1882/1906: 1-162, etc.), and a text of the Sthanakavasi sadhvi
Parvatt (1905b), who attacked Dayanand’s notions of god (isvara) and karma
based on the belief in liberation through transmigration. A vivid description of
the exchanges from 1874 onwards can be found in P. L. Jain 1913/1923: 38ff. &
II, 102-111. Farquhar (1915: 104) surmised that Dayanand’s inexplicable rejec-
tion of image-worship was influenced by the Sthanakavasi example in his native
Morvi state in Gujarat.

%6 See Biiteray 1878. He was in 1831 initiated into the Sthanakavast Jivaraja
Malikacandra Sampradaya in the Paiijab. See Upadhyaya Atmaram 1914: 57, n.;
Duggar 1989: 338; Fliigel 2000: 80, n. 78.

27 He was born in the Ksatriya family of the soldier Ganescandra Kapiir in the
village Lahara in the Zira Tahasil near Phirozpur in the Paiijab. After coming in
close contact with Osval Sthanakavasi Jains, he was initiated on 5.12.1853 (1910
myrgasar Sukla S) by the Sthanakavast muni Jivanram (Jivanmal), who probably
belonged to the Jivaraja Gangarama tradition. In 1874, he was re-initiated by the
Martipdjaka dcarya Buddhivijay (the ex-Sthanakavasi monk Biteray) in Guja-
rat, and was given the name “Vijayananda” when he became a siri on 1.12.1886
(1943 mrgasar Sukla 5). See Atmaram 1900a: 72f.; Vallabhvijay 1902: 33-85;
1996: 4ff.; Fligel 2000: 60 (n. 42), 79. Further details on his group affiliations
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born disciple Muni Vallabhvijay (1870-1953), who were amongst
the driving forces of the revival of the upright (samvegi) tradition
of the Murtiptijaka Tapagaccha in Gujarat, which had to re-estab-
lish itself almost from scratch.”® One of the fiercest critics of the
aniconic tradition in the 20th century, the (ex-Sthanakavast) Miirti-
pljaka muni Jiansundar (1936: 131ff.), born in 1880 in Rajasthan,”
who attempted to revive the UpakeSagaccha, has argued that con-
temporary Sthanakavasi intellectuals such as Acarya Amolakrsi
(1877-1936), Vadilal Motilal Sah (1878-1931), Muni Manilal
(1849-1932?),' and Muni Saubhagyacandra “Santabala” (died
1981),” who invoked Lonka’s critique of image-worship both in
their innovative historiography of Lonka and in their polemics
against the Mirtiptjakas, had deliberately fabricated (kalpita) an
artificial portrait of Lonka as their common spiritual ancestor to
promote the unification of the multiple strands of their divided tra-

before leaving the Sthanakavasis, which are not entirely clear in his official
biographies, have been highlighted in Mohanlal Jain’s polemic Durvadr Mukha-
Capetika (1892), which was summarised by P. L. Jain 1913/1923: 246-249.
Accordingly, Atmaram left his guru Jivanmal already in 1863 to study in Agra
with Muni Ratnacandra of the Manoharadasa Sampradaya. Thereafter, he
returned to the Pafijab and joined the Pafijab Lavjirsi Sampradaya of Acarya
Amarsinha. In Vallabhvijay’s biography (1902: 52) it appears that despite his
physical separation, Atmaram did not formally cut his link with Jivanmal.

2 See Cort 2001: 46.

» See the biographies by S. M. Jain (1929) and Gunsundar (1938).

3% See his monumental work Jaina Tattva Prakas which was composed in
1903. The title of this not openly polemical text alludes to Atmaram’s Jaina
Tattva Adarsa. See also Grantha Kartta ka Sanksipt Jivan Vrttanta by
Kalyanmal Coradiya in Amolakrsi 1908/1920: 3.

3! His dates 1849-1932, cited in sources of the Limbdi Nani Paks, are prob-
ably wrong, since he was still a young man in a photo published by Amarvijay
1908: 77f. Manilal’s 1934 work was criticised by the Annual General Meeting of
the AISJC in Ahmedabad in 19.5.1936 as “insufficient”, because of its incom-
pleteness and lack of proof. See Jaina Prakdsa 17.5.1936, p. 342, in Jiansundar
1936: 16, n.

32 Saubhagyacandra “Santabala” had publicised his views already in 1935 in
the journal Jaina Prakasa, the mouthpiece of the All India Sthanakavast Con-
ference, and probably earlier in a book called Visvavamdya Prabhu Mahavir
(Ed. Ghirajlal Tokarst Sﬁh), which is listed in Manilal’s bibliography (1934).
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dition.” According to Jiiansundar, who perceived a unified Sthana-
kavasi Sramanasangha as a threat to the revival of the Miirtipaijaka
tradition, there was not a shred of evidence for Lonka’s instructions
to his followers in the literature of Lonkagaccha, the Sthanakavasis
and the Terapanthis, except for one unspecific reference to Lonka’s
upadesa in a Lonkagaccha text which was composed thirty-eight or
forty-six years after Lonka’s death and could, in his view, therefore
not be trusted.*

The critique of the “lack of evidence” in the Sthanakavasi lite-
rature on Lonka is a modern topos of the Murtiptijaka prasnottara
literature. It was already articulated by Atmaram (1884/1903) and
repeated again by Jiiansundar (1936: 97) and Seth (1962: 342), to
name but a few. Proof and evidence (pramana) are long-estab-
lished criteria in Jaina scholasticism. However, the increasing in-
fluence of European historicism and academic jargon on modern
Jaina vernacular historiographies cannot be underestimated.” The
Jainas encountered the power of “scientific truth” and of historical
“facts and figures” first in the colonial courts of law in the 19th
century.®® Its rhetoric quickly filtered into their internal sectarian
and communal disputes soon after the introduction of the printing
press and of modern means of communication and transportation
which transformed Indian intellectual culture. Almost all printed

33 For details see Fliigel 2000; 2003a.

* Dayadharma Caupar 11. The word upadesa can also refer to Lonka’s
famous conversion of Lakhamsi which took place before the creation of the
Lonka order. It is true that no details or references are offered by V. M. Sah
(1909: 49ft.) or Saubhagyacandra (1939: 77ff.). Jiansundar (1936: 136) writes
that there is also no evidence in Jethmal’s (1930) work Samakitsar: un mem in
batom ka isara tak bhi nahim kiya hai. However, on page 14f. of this text a
prasnottara of fifty-two questions which are attributed to Lonka is published in
Hindi, though no references to the original Ms. are given. The questions corre-
spond to a list of fifty-four questions in a 17th-century text (K) attributed to
Lonka which was published by Malvaniya (1963a: 80-82; 1964: 381).

35 See Cort 1995: 471, 491-494.

3 See for instance the report of Sah (1909: 79) on the use of the courts to
settle doctrinal disputes in 1822.
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vernacular texts on Lonka profess to be interested in history and
often use scientific jargon. This does not mean that the texts
are products of a scientific attitude, in the sense of Max Weber’s
Wissenschaft als Beruf, with at least a notional commitment to-
wards objectivity. Most vernacular historiographies to date are
partisan and often polemical works which explicitly aim at in-
fluencing the present through one-sided re-constructions and re-
interpretations of the past.’” To its credit, the new Jaina historiog-
raphy has unearthed numerous important historical documents. Its
authors also reflect on the method of writing history itself, but
often only to discredit the work of opponents as “unreliable”.

As Jiansundar (1936: 7) rightly observed, the interest of the
Sthanakavasis in Lonka seems to be greatest during periods of ex-
pansion, crisis and change. Whenever “Sthanakavasis” feel the
need to assert their common doctrinal heritage and the need for
institutional integration, both Lonka and the common opposition
against image-worship are brought into play. And whenever the
“Murtipdjaka” tradition as a whole comes under attack, it usually
retaliates in kind. In this way the antagonism generates a sense of
self-identity in both traditions and contributes to their social inte-
gration. Underlying the antagonism between the previously socially
insignificant denominational super-categories such as “Mirtipija-
ka” and “Sthanakavasi”, incorporating several “sub-"sects, is the
struggle over the definition of the “essence” of “true Jainism”
(understood in the manner of the new book oriented Religions-
wissenschaft) under the banner of “Jain” unity. At stake was the
ideological self-definition and thus political positioning of the en-
tire “Jain community” at a time of the emergence of Jain religious
nationalism.”®

7 Lokasah ke yug se lekar aj tak kist bhi vidvan sthanakavast muni ne athva
grhastha ne visuddha itihas ke drstikon se kuch likha ho, vah mere dekhne mem
nahim aya. ... prasasti tatha gunanuvad ht adhik hai — itihas us mem nahim hai
(Malvaniya 1964: 365). The same is true for histories of Lonka by followers of
other sectarian traditions.

38 Fliigel 2005; forthcoming (b).
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ESSENCE OF RIGHT BELIEF

The Lonkagaccha tradition still exists today in small pockets in
Gujarat.” Yet, the contemporary followers of the Lonkagaccha re-
member nothing of Lonka or his teachings anymore, and have only
the vaguest idea of the recent history of their tradition. Not even
Lonka’s name is mentioned in their few idiosyncratic rituals. With
two negligible exceptions,” most of the modern texts on Lonka
have been produced by Sthanakavasi, Terapanthi and Murtipiijaka
mendicants and lay intellectuals. It appears that the first Sthanaka-
vasT text which explicitly sought support in Lonka’s teachings was
Muni Jethmal’s celebrated anti-Mirtiptjaka polemic Samakita-
sara, essence of right belief. The original Gujarati text was pre-
pared by several unnamed Sthanakavasi lay followers, sometime
after the religious debate (sSastrartha) in which Jethmal reportedly
used the published arguments,* and printed in 1882 in Rajkot by
Seth Nemicand Hiracand Kothari from Gondal in Saurastra.” Two
further Gujarati editions were published in the following decades,
and one revised Hind edition of two parts in 1930* (with the trans-
lation of the original text forming part one).* The way in which
this work was created offers insights into the strategies through

% Fliigel, forthcoming (c). The term gaccha can mean school, monastic order
or sect.

01 have found only two histories of Lonka in the Lonkagaccha updsrayas,
Bagasaravila 1894, and P. T. Sah 2001. Both texts are derivative and do not add
anything new on Lonka. The second text relies largely on Varia 1976.
ke rip mem dhal diya gaya (Pratham Bhag ki Bhiimika, in Jethmal 1930: 4).

2 Atmaram 1903: 289; Vallabhvijay 1909: 14; Bhimika in Jethmal 1930: 10.

# Without access to the first three editions it is impossible to clearly identify
different layers of commentary which may have been added to the original text
in the published version of 1930.

#y. M. Sah (1909: 79) mentions a documentation of the counter-arguments
of the Murtiptjakas, Dhundhakmat Khandan Ras by Muni Uttamvijay which
was unavailable to me. Johannes Klatt’s Jaina Onomastikon, 111, p. 1281, men-
tions another polemical text of this author: Dhundhia no rasado (Ahmadabad:
Naran Krsnaram, 1869).
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which the effective history of a tradition is created and re-created,
and suggests that an investigation of parallels in the history of the
transmission of knowledge in the Jaina tradition may yield materi-
als for an understanding of processes of identity-formation through
the work of canonisation outside the canon, which have not yet
been investigated.” First of all, Jethmal was not the author of the
published work. At the time, it was generally not considered ap-
propriate for Sthanakavast munis to publish books under their own
name, because of the violence of the printing press and because of
the implicit promotion of egotism. Instead, lay-followers published
lecture notes of the pravacanas of their gurus. In its prefaces and
introductions, the text is described as a synopsis of the arguments
used by Jethmal in a public debate with the Tapagaccha samvegr
munis Virvijay and Yasovijay on doctrinal differences which divid-
ed their religious traditions.*

The debate took place in Ahmedabad, either in 1808/9 (Samvat
1865)* or 1821/2 (Samvat 1878).*" It was triggered by a communal
dispute. According to Sah (1909: 78f.), Sthanakavasi mendicants
were proselytising at the time in the town. In response, the locally
dominant Mirtipiijaka laity threatened to excommunicate all Stha-
nakavasTs from their castes (jiiati). In order to help his beleaguered
co-religionists in this situation, Acarya Prag from the Sthanakavasi
Dariyapiiri Sampradaya travelled from his abode in the village of
Visalapura outside Ahmedabad to the Tabia Pol in the Sarangapura
district of the city centre. He stayed in Gulabcand Hiracand’s house

4 0On strategies of canonisation in the Jaina context see Bruhn 1987: 107,
etc. To my knowledge, the term “secondary canonisation” was first used by
Glasenapp (1925). The term “work of canonisation” was introduced by Assmann
(1987: 19). For further studies on processes of canonisation in South Asia see
Dalmia, Malinar & Christof 2003.

* Jiiansundar 1936: 15 suggests that Jethmal developed his arguments on the
basis of a text called Vivaha Ciliya Sitra, which was unavailable to me.

4 Jhansundar (1936: 15, 293) argued that the debate itself took place in
Samvat 1865, because Jethmal was already dead in Samvat 1878 (he does not
give any information as to which Jethmal he identified).

*y. M. Sah 1909: 78f.
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and also imparted religious instruction to the families of Girdhar
Sankar, Panacand Jhavercand, Raycand Jhavercand, Khimcand
Jhavercand, and others, who, in turn, helped him to spread his
word. In order to end the ensuing quarrels between Sthanakavasis
and Maurtipiijakas, both parties went to court. To educate them-
selves about the Jaina religion, the judges invited munis from both
sides as expert witnesses. For Prag’s side the learned Muni Jeth-
mal, apparently a susisya of Muni Rapcand of the Bhiidhar Dharma-
dasa Sampradaya in Rajasthan,” was present, together with twenty-
seven other munis; and for the Mandirmargis Muni Virvijay to-
gether with Yasovijay and several monks and scholars (sastr7) came
to the court. According to “someone’s” notes (yadi) of the court-
proceedings, the judgement of 1878 paus sukla 13 (6.1. 1822)!
apparently favoured the arguments of Jethmal’s side — described as
cetanapiijakas, worshippers of living consciousness, in contrast to
the miirtipiijakas, worshippers of images — although in their re-
spective literatures both sides claimed victory.>

Although there is no conclusive evidence, the timing of the
belated publication was almost certainly related to the publication
of what is probably the first polemic against the Sthanakavasis in

* Preface, in Jethmal 1930: 4. Seth (1970: 1112, n. 1) writes that Jethmal
temporarily belonged to the orders of Acarya Jaymal and of the Terapanth dcarya
Bhiksu respectively. Other sources say that he worked under the directive of
Acarya Amarasinha (Fliigel 2003a: 237).

30 Reportedly, twenty-five monks from Rajasthan were present, plus two
monks from Prag’s group, and apparently Muni Mul (Mal?) from the Sayala
Sampradaya in Gujarat who is said to have supported Muni Jethmal from the
Palanpur Sampradaya (Manilal 1934: 227f.). This points to a concerted effort on
the side of the Sthanakavasis, which may have required them to take recourse to
Lonka to find a common platform.

>l Some sources say: 1878 phalgun sukla 1 (22.2.1822). The case is men-
tioned in V. M. Sah 1909: 78f.; Manilal 1934: 192f., 198f., 228; Jiansundar
1936: 7, 15, 293; Candanakumari 1964: 150, 192; Hastimal 1971: 138f. See
Fliigel 2000: 68, n. 54 and 79, n. 77; 2003a: 237.

52 Only the mirtipijak ono pardjay thayo — cetanapijak ono jay thayo; and
Jetho rikh avyore, kagal vamcr rari; pustak bahu lavyore, gadum ek bhart (in
V. M. $ah 1909: 79). Jiansundar 1936: 15 simply states Jethmal’s defeat (har).



196 PETER FLUGEL

print” in Atmaram’s (1881/1954, 1I: 539f.) work Jainatattvadarsa
which appeared in Bhavnagar in Samvat 1937. After his separation
from and excommunication by the Sthanakavasi Acarya Amara-
sinha (1805-1881) of the Panjab Lavjirsi Sampradaya and his re-
initiation into the Tapagaccha in Samvat 1932 (1875/6) in Ahmeda-
bad, the ex-Sthanakavasi muni Atmaram (Vijayananda Siri) con-
tributed much to the Murtiptijaka revival in Gujarat and in the
Pafijab. To revive the “Sanatan Jaina Dharma™** by attracting more
followers, Atmaram started a vigorous pro-image-worship cam-
paign, which he had already instigated in his later years as a Stha-
nakavasl monk, during which he criticised many of the contem-
porary practices of the Sthanakavasis. One of the points of con-
tention before he left was that Acarya Amarasinha did not answer
twenty-one “legitimate” questions which were put to him in Sam-
vat 1925 (1868) by certain Sthanakavasi sravakas from Dilli.”
Amarasinha and his successor Acarya Sohanlal (1846-1936) of the
Lavjirsi tradition were the dominant Sthanakavast monks in his
native Pafijab at the time, and the main targets of his critique. After
Atmaram’s excommunication and the publication of his Jaina-
tattvadarsa, Sohanlal sent — on request of Amarasinha™ — a
prasnottara of one hundred questions” to Atmaram in Samvat
1938 caitra sukla 5 (4.4.1881), to which Atmaram instantly replied
in Samvat 1938 caitra Sukla 7 (6.4.1881), without receiving a
response.” Shortly thereafter, it seems, in Samvat 1938 (1882)”

33 yah lok to sarva jainmat se viparit calanevale hai (Atmaram 1954, 11: 540).

>* Atmaram 1900a: 72.

%% Vallabhvijay 1891: 131f. The first question asked for the pattavalf of all
dcaryas beginning with Mahavira, which apparently did not exist in this Sthana-
kavasT tradition at the time: 1. §77 mahavir svami se lekar aj tak patanupat kaun
se acarya hue unom ke nam likhne (p. 131).

*% In Vallabhvijay 1891: 72-82.

S On the Sataka format see Balbir 2003a; 2003b.

5% published by Vallabhvijay 1891: 83-125.

%% Generally, the South Indian calendar applies in Gujarat, therefore Samvat
1938 must be 1882, not 1881.
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the polemical Samakitsar appeared in print with its sustained attack
on mirtipuja and a long list of questions to the Mandirmargis.
Immediately after receiving a copy of this book from a Sthanaka-
vasi layman in Delhi, Atmaram (1884/1903) composed an equally
polemical point-for-point reply under the title Samyaktva Salyod-
dhara, removal of the thorns from right belief,”” and the work
Ajiana Timira Bhaskara (1888/1906), radiant darkness of igno-
rance, in which both the Arya Samij and the Dhiindhiyas are
systematically criticised.®’ This triggered a long series of tit-for-tat
exchanges between leading mendicants (and laity) of the two
(three) traditions, which subsided somewhat only after Indian Inde-
pendence in 1949, though the conflict is still smouldering and can
re-erupt at any time.

Of particular interest for us is the role of “Lonka” in this de-
bate. Atmaram’s sharp criticism of the “heresy” (nihnava) of the
“Dhiindhiyas” was provoked by Jethmal’s (1930: 1-9) construction
of a contrast between “the path of compassion” (daya marga) and
non-violence of the tradition of Lonka (in its Sthanakavast mani-
festation),” and “the path of violence” (himsa marga) of the Miirti-
pujaka samvegi mendicants, which were addressed as “yellow-clad
pseudo-ascetics” (pitambar bhesadhari). As a synonym of daya
marga, Jethmal used the term moksa marga, and compared the path
of salvation of the Sthanakavasis, which he derived directly from

8 Dhiamdhive ht himsadharmi haim aur daya ka yathartha svarip nahim
samajhte haim (Atmaram 1903: 289). There are many texts in the Jaina bhanda-
ras with titles such as Samakit Sar Prasnottar Pacchist Sajjhay (L.D. Institute
Ms. No. 4734 etc.) which may contain information on earlier exchanges between
exponents of the two traditions.

5! The title alluded to Dayanand’s book Timir Bhaskar Jvalaprasad (cf. P. L.
Jain 1913/1923: 41). The work addressed the view of the two main rivals of
Atmaram in the Pafijab. It was composed in two parts between 1882-85 in
Ambala, and first published in Bhavnagar in 1888. Atmaram’s deliberation on
the beliefs of the Christians, Isai Mat Samiksa, was published posthumously in
the year 1900. See Kiranyasastr1 1999, PariSist I.

62 Jethmal 1930: 9f. does not use the word “Sthanakavast”, but refers directly
to Lonka and his “true mendicant path”: loka gaccha-sadhu marga hi sacca hai
(-3)
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Lonka, with the dual concern of the Mirtiptjakas (and Digamba-
ras) with salvation and with material well-being (kusaliya darsa-
na).”® The Mirtipiijakas are spreading lies, he argued, because they
convey to their followers the illusion that salvation can be reached
through piija, while preventing them from reading the truth in the
scriptures.®

In his long list of rejoinders, of which only the Samyaktva
Salyoddhara and the Ajiana Timira Bhaskara seem to have been
published during his lifetime, Atmaram (1903; 1908) highlighted
Jethmal’s “misspellings” and “misunderstandings” of the scrip-
tures, and furnished descriptions of the lax conduct of contempo-
rary Dhiindhaka mendicants. In his view, the Sthanakavasis gener-
ally did not observe the canonical prescriptions, and thus truly
formed a religion of violence: dhiindhiye himsa dharmt haim.*® In
his critique of Jethmal’s account, Atmaram (1903: 7f.) categorical-
ly stated that everything that “Jathmal” wrote about Lonka’s be-
liefs as the source of the Sthanakavasi doctrines was a “self-
imagined fabricated lie”. In accordance with the conventions of the
prasnottara genre,”” he backed his claim with selected citations

8 Two realms of value in the Miirtipiijaka tradition are also identified by Cort
2001.

5 In contrast to other Miirtip@jaka dcaryas, Atmaram opposed the publication
of the scriptures. He permitted both sadhus and laity to read the sitras only in
the presence of a guru who could explain the meaning of the text, and prevented
access to certain texts to women. See for instance Malukcand 1908: 182f.

% See also his answers to Sohanlal in Vallabhvijay 1891: 83-125.

5 Atmaram 1903: 289. It is not entirely clear whether Atmaram attacks both
observed behaviour and customary law in this section. Since he does not address
any particular order, though he may have had the Lavjirsi Amarasinha Sampra-
daya in mind, his criticism is too vague to be considered in detail.

7 In her discussion of the Kharataragaccha monk Samayasundara’s (1553-
1645) Samacari Sataka of 1616, whose second section (and probably other
points as well) is devoted entirely to the critique of “the Sthanakavasis” (prob-
ably the Lonkagaccha traditions, but since the canon of “thirty-two” is criticised
in points 38 and 47 the Sthanakavast Jivaraja may have been addressed), Balbir
(2003a: 255, 257; 2003b: 56f.) argues that it was the conflict between Lonka and
the Martiptjakas which lead to the development of the prasnottara genre which
reflects the formal features of oral debates. In her view it is the “tendency to
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from the canon and from the writings of the Sthanakavast tradition
itself.”® Information on the true historical origin (khari utpatti) of
the “Dhiindhak Panth”,” he argued, can be found in two other
Sthanakavasi texts which he summarised in a few pages: Hirakalas-
muni’s Kumati Vidhvamsana Caupart, quatrain on the destruction
of stupidity, and the Dhundhak Pattavalt of Amolakcand of the
Paiijab Amarasinha Sampradaya.

Although the furnished information on the lines of succession is
rudimentary,” Atmaram’s version of the “actual history” contrasts
favourably with the account offered by Jethmal’' in the style of
“localised” versions of Jaina “universal history”, i.e. the history of
great beings or mahdpurusas, and doctrinal “cosmological his-
tory”.”” In his first verse, Jethmal (1930: 1) wrote, sr7 daya dharma
phaila aur bhasma graha utara jiska vistar, effectively arguing —

stress divergencies” and the lack of “any global organising principle” which di-
stinguishes the genre from the merely “literary” question-answer formats used in
the canon, though the method of citing “authentic” written texts in the debates
between the late medieval sectarian traditions (see Granoff 1993) seems to be the
principal difference: “such works are meant to discuss specific points that gave
birth to different opinions within different Jain circles by referring to scriptures,
with the idea to settle them according to the view in force within the order to
which the author belongs” (Balbir 2003a: 256).

88 Jethmal mem jo lumpakmat kT utpatti likhT hai bilkul jhitht aur svakapol
kalpit hai (Atmaram 1903: 11).

% Atmaram 1954, II: 537 derives the term Dhiindhiya or Dhindhaka, polem-
ically from Dhiindha, or ruin. The Sthanakavasti themselves derive Dhindhiya
from Dhinrhiya or Dhiinrhaka, or seeker. See for instance Hastimal 1995: 769.

"0 Cf. Fliigel 2000; 2003a; Jain & Kumar 2003.

" Jhansundar 1936: 29 used the same method of critique backed with more

™ Bruhn 1983: 37 defines Jaina universal history in terms of “a definite
mythological subject, the history of the sixty-three great men”. Cort 1995: 473
coined the loosely defined term “localised history” to describe similar narrative
structures, focusing on great personalities, etc., within particular sectarian tradi-
tions. For the present purpose — the analysis of “historical narratives of great
beings” — both definitions are too specific, and do not account for the cosmolo-
gical themes in Jaina historical narratives. I would suggest to see “universal
history”, as defined by Bruhn, as a term which mediates between “chronolo-
gical” and “cosmological history”.
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as Devrsi’s commentary explains — that Lonka’s revival of “true
Jainism” in the year Samvat 1531, exactly two thousand years after
Mahavira’s death, was predicted already by the canonical Jina-
cariya 129-131, which says that after a two thousand year period
during which

there will not be paid much respect and honour to the §ramanas, the Nir-
grantha monks and nuns (...) when the great [Bhasma] Graha, &c., leaves
that natal asterism [of Mahavira], there will be paid much respect and honour
to the §ramanas, the Nirgrantha monks and nuns for an era of two-thousand
years (KS 130f).

This somewhat optimistic version of Jaina cosmological history,
which allows for progressive intervals within the generally pre-
dicted decline, contrasts however with other passages in the scrip-
tures. In his rejoinder, Atmaram (1903: 4) cited the famous section
Viy 20.8.4 in which Mahavira predicted that his teaching will
survive for at least 21,000 years after his death. The same argument
had previously been used by the 16th-century founders of two
Sthanakavasi orders, Lava and Dharmadasa, against the followers
of the Lonkagaccha and the Ekal Patriyapanth, who indeed seem to
have favoured the Jinacaritra passage, to which Jethmal had re-
verted without fear of sanction, because the Lonkagaccha was
already in terminal decline, and no competition for the Sthanaka-
vasis anymore.” Since there is no independent criterion for judging
which of the two versions is more authentic (even historical pre-
cedence would not solve the issue) any choice between them is
a matter of personal preference and of sectarian interests. How-
ever, due to his correspondence with European scholars such as
Hoernle™ and the presence of his representative V. R. Gandhi at the
first Parliament of World Religions in Chicago in 1893, Atmaram’s
writings were widely read outside India, and significantly influ-
enced the image of the Jaina community projected by the first

7 Fliigel 2000: 72f.
™ Atmaram 1916.
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generations of modern Indologists. Jethmal’s text, by contrast,
circulated only within the literary elite of the Sthanakavasis and
Mirtiptjakas. Thus, only the Miirtipijaka depiction entered Euro-
pean textbooks on Jainism.

The second round of the dispute was fought on behalf of Sohan-
1al and Atmaram between the Sthanakavast mahdsati “Jainacarya™”
Parvatt Devi (1854-1939) from the Amarasinha Sampradaya and
Atmaram’s disciple and future @carya Muni Vallabhvijay (1870-
1954). Parvati Devi was a remarkable Jaina nun’® who on the 28.12.
1872 (1929 margasirsa krsna 13) in Delhi changed from the Mano-
haradasa Sampradaya of Acarya Ratnacandra (died 1864)”" to the
Pafijab Lavjirsi tradition of Acarya Amarsinha (1805-1881).” Ac-
cording to Sarla (1991: 299), she chose a less restrictive group in
order to be able to preach in public, to publish books, and to wan-
der alone.” Her official biography by P. L. Jain (1913/1923: 30),
however, informs us that she joined the Amarsimha Sampradaya
because its mendicants followed the scriptures more closely. Parva-
t1 Devi’s pamphlet Jiiana Dipika (Lahaur 1889), a critique of the
Jainatattvadarsa,”® and Muni Vallabhvijay’s (1891: 9-71) reply,

> Book cover Parvati 1905b. “Acarya’ is here used as a honorific title.

® According to Vallabhvijay’s often polemical remarks on her biography
(1891: 6-11), she was born in an Agraval baniya family of the village Luhara
near Agra, took diksa from her teachers Muni Kumvarsena and Sadhvi Hiram of
Ratnacandra’s Sthanakavasi Manoharadasa Sampradaya on the 6.4.1867 (1924
caitra Sukla 2). Kumvarsena did not follow Ratnacandra’s command (gj7ia) and
separated himself later together with his disciples. Parvati’s official biographer
P. L. Jain (1913/1923) confirms her basic biodata. He relates the interesting de-
tail that her father’s brother followed the Digambara tradition, and her father the
SthanakavasT tradition of Ratnacand’s disciple Kumvarsena (p. 5).

7 Vallabhvijay 1902: 46.

78 Vallabhvijay 1891: 8 notes that the disputes between Parvati and Atmaram,
who left the Sthanakavasis in 1874, caused great discordance between the Jaina
traditions in the Pafijab: padjab mem akar bahut Jaina dharma ki ninda
karavega.

7 Her texts are published in the prasnottara format, and are probably based
on protocols of oral conversations with her lay followers.

% The contents can be inferred from Vallabhvijay’s response (1891: 9-71). I
have not been able to locate a copy of this or any other text mentioned in the
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Gappa Dipika,’ re-ignited the debate in the Pafijab which was
again conducted in the form of prasnottaras, in which for instance
the difference between the thirty-one Agamas which were allegedly
accepted by Lonka and the thirty-two Agamas of the Sthanakavasis
was questioned by Vallabhvijay (1891: 130f)), who dismissed
Parvati’s book as a “work of sin” which calls for an atonement
(prayascitta) since, in accordance with the rules of the scriptures,
no sadhvi before her had ever written a book nor spoken in the
assembly of men.*” Vallabhvijay was, in turn, repudiated by an
anonymous [?] pamphlet called Gappa Dipika Samir ka Gappa and
Pandit Jiyalal Jain’s (1893) Carca Candroday Bhag Tisra. Accor-
ding to Vallabhvijay’s (1909: 14-18) chronology of the exchanges
between 1881-1909,* in response to Vallabhvijay, Acarya Sohanlal
wrote Draupadipiija Khandan (Amrtsar),* Muni Rsiraj Satyartha
Sdagara (Pune), and an unnamed author Samvegimat Sagupha

following which is not listed in the bibliography. Further books of Parvati, which
were inaccessible to me, are Jaina Dharma ke Das Niyam (1889), Go Raksa ka
Upades (1900), Kuvyasan Nisedh (1915), Mukti Nirnay Prakas (1916), Srimad
Bhagavan Neminath Rajimatiji ka Jivan Caritra (1918), Brahmacarya Vidhi
(1919), and Vairagya Prakas (1930). Further criticisms of Atmaram, whom she
met personally for the first time in 1863 in Agra, are summarised in P. L. Jain
1913/1923: 32-37, 249f., 278-283, 1I: 47-50, 71f. They concern issues such as
the initiation of five year old children, or the habit of Atmaram’s mendicants of
taking baths, which are defended in the Jainatattvadarsa, and in particular the
“misrepresentation” of the Sthanakavasi tradition in the last section of this book.

81 The title of Vallabhvijay’s Dhundhak-hita-siksa Apanam Gappa-dipika-
samir (1891) alludes also to V. M. $ah’s Hita-Siksa. Vallabhvijay quotes exten-
sively from Atmaram. His authorship of the work, as well as the attribution of
the authorship of “Vijayrajendra Suri’s” Caturtha Stuti Kuyukti Nirnay Chedan
Kuthar to Vallabhvijay’s disciple Dhanvijay, has been disputed by J. Jain (1893:
6f.), in response to the polemical attribution of Parvati’s book to an anonymous
Brahman.

82 yallabhvijay 1909: 1f.
 With details supplemented from other sources.

8 The critique of image worship in the manner of Draupadi, who apparently
only at her wedding under special circumstances venerated images, is a topos of
the aniconic Jaina literature. See for instance L 7; Jethmal 1930: 84-112. Com-
pare: “The Story of Draupadi” in: Nagendra K. Singh (ed.), Encyclopaedia of
Jainism, Vol. 22, pp. 5931-5945. New Delhi: Anmol Publications, 2001.
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(Ambala); which was countered by an unnamed author’s text Jaha-
lat Dhundhiya (Ambala). Three further Sthanakavasi pamphlets,
Kagahans Nirnay (Ambala), Manta ki Bahsa Piijeram of Kaniyalal
(Patayala), and Samyaktva athava Dharma no Darvajo by V. M.
Sah (Ahmedabad), were countered by Muni Amarvijay’s Dharma
na Darvaja Jova ni Disa, which in turn was criticised by a text
published in Ahmadabad, Kamalprabha. The response to Mahasati
Parvatt’s Satyartha-Candrodaya-Jain (Lahaur: Lala Meharcand,
1904) on the “stupid” worship of “lifeless objects” (jar piija)* and
on the niksepas® was Muni Amarvijay’s (1908) Dhiindhak-Hrday-
Netranjanam athava Satyartha-Candrodaydstakam; and in re-
sponse to the Sthanakavasi pamphlet /Satahar-Amaravati, an un-
named Mirtiptjaka author wrote Dhundhakpol Amaravati, which
was countered by the texts Khuldasapol Samvegiyam (Amrtsar),
Muni Ratnacand’s Samvegimat Mardan (Amrtsar), and Sastrartha
Nabha (Ambala). The last Murtiptjaka text on Vallabhvijay’s list
is Dhundhakmat Pardjay (Atmanand Jain Sabha Pafjab 1909)
which gives information on the judgement of Maharaja Hirasimha
Bahadur of Patayala in favour of Vallabhvijay in a debate with
Sohanlal on the scriptural foundations of their respective views in

8 Like most topics of the sectarian debate, the issue was already addressed
by Lonka, and discussed for instance in Samayasundara’s Samdacart Sataka 40
(Balbir 2003a: 260). However, like Atmaram (Vijayanandsiri), Parvati (1905b)
was also engaged in an ideological battle against the “Aryyas”, i.e. the Arya
Samaj.

% See Jethmal’s (1930) critique of the interpretation of the niksepa doctrine
by the himsadharmi, i.e. the image-worshippers. The Mirtipijaka tradition treats
the four principal analytical standpoints, or niksepa (nama, dravya, sthapana,
bhava), as equivalent, whereas the Sthanakavasi or dayadharmr tradition gives
priority to the bhava niksepa: anuyogadvara siitra mem 4 niksepa kahe haim yah
to satya hai par carom hi niksepa vandanik nahim kahe. ek bhav niksepa
vandanik kaha hai (Jethmal 1930: 54). The principal reply was formulated by
Muni Atmaram (1884/1908), who in turn was criticised by Mahasati Parvati
(1905a) in her work Satyartha Candrodaya Jaina, which was rejected in Muni
Amarvijay’s Dhindhak Hrday Netraiijanam athava Satyartha Candrodayasta-
kam (1908). An early Digambara critique of this view can be found in the Sirya-
prakasa of the year 1825. See Dundas 2001: 67, n. 44. For short summaries of
Parvati’s debates with Digambara laity see P. L. Jain 1913/1923.
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5.2.1904.*" It was followed by seven Sthanakavasi responses, some
of which are reprinted and criticised in the collection edited by
Muni Amarvijay (1908): Pitambart Parajay (Amrtsar), Muni Ram-
candra’s Amrtsar Samgraha (Mumbai), the stavan of Muni
Madhav Tarangini Dvitiva Tarang (Agra 1908), Muni Saubhag-
mal’s Vividh Ratna Prakas (Pune), Muni Kundanmal’s Pragat
Jaina Pitambari Mirtipijakom ka Mithyatva (1908),*® and his
Atmaram Samvegt ki Karttit, Atmaram ki Adat ka Namina (n.d.),
and finally V. M. Sah’s (1909) Sadhumargt Jaina Dharmanuyayioe
Janva Jog Ketaltk Aitihasik Nomdh, a key text for the modern
Sthanakavast unification movement, which attracted much critical
response from the Maurtipijakas, not least from Vallabhvijay
(1909),* Ujamcand (1909), and Jiiansundar (1936: 247ff.), because
it again referred to Lonka as the common forefather of all Sthana-
kavasts and thereby started a new round of debates.”

HISTORICAL NOTES

V. M. Sah (1878-1931) was the first layperson to make an impor-
tant intellectual contribution to the study of Lonka’s legacy for
the Sthanakavasis,” and the first Sthanakavasi to collect some of
the available though “untrustworthy” pattavalis in order to tenta-
tively reconstruct, in the manner of Atmaram, an accurate history
of the entire Sthanakavasi tradition.”” He was also a prime mover

87 Note that many pamphlets of the Mirtipiijaka monks have been published
under Atmaram’s name even after his death. See footnote 81.

% Kundanmal belonged to the Raghunatha Sampradaya.

% He described it as a “work of deceit”. See V. M. $ah’s reply (1925: 3f)).

% Muni [Acarya] Amolakrsi’s Sastroddhar Mimamsa (1920), an addendum to
his Agama edition is also a key text for the SthanakavasT revival. It contains a
few pages on Lonka (pp. 57-60) and sustained a criticism of the Mirtiptjakas
and Digambaras. I only recently gained access to this book.

°! The Murtiptjaka layman Lala Jayadayal’s Dhindhak Mat Samiksa (n.d.)
must have been published in the Pafijab sometime before 1908.

%2 Sah 1909: 5 singles out the pattavalis of the DarTyapurt Sampradaya, the
Paijjab (Lavjirsi) Sampradaya and of the Miurtiptijaka “Vijaya” and “Sagara”
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behind the creation of the A/l India Sthanakavast Jaina Conference
(AISJC) of the Sthanakavasi laity in February 1906 in Morvi,” and
publicised in his 1909 book for the first time the idea of creating a
unified order of all Sthanakavasi mendicants. Although Lonka was
a layman, it was he alone who could serve as a common ancestor,
because the Sthanakavasi tradition was founded not by one but by
several different ex-Lonkagaccha mendicants, who initially shared
little more than the rejection of image-worship and the criticism of
“lax conduct” of the Lonkagaccha yatis. After their creation be-
tween c. 1628-1668, the original five Sthanakavasi mendicant
traditions quickly split into numerous sub-groups which developed
different customs and began to struggle with one another, until the
AISJC finally called for an end of all “internal” antagonism. Con-
flicts between mendicant orders were divisive for the Sthanakavast
laity as well and obstructed aim of the AISJC leadership to assert
the political influence of Sthanakavast representatives on a national
platform. From 1906 onwards, the AISJC, like the competing Con-
ferences of the Digambaras and Mirtiptjakas which were estab-
lished in 1893 and 1902 respectively, held regular meetings on an
all-India basis to prepare the ground for the first mahdasammelan,
or great assembly, of representatives of all Sthanakavast mendicant
traditions, which was finally held in 1933 in Ajmer.

Before the assembly congregated, a fourth edition of the Sama-
kitsar, which was also the first Hind1 edition, was published in
1930 under the auspices of the Akhil Bharatiya Sthanakavasi Jaina
Conference after years of careful preparation of the translation
by Muni Devrsi (1872-1942), who in 1936 succeeded Acarya
Amolakrsi (1877-1936) — one of the most influential Sthanakavast
monks at the time who was the first to publish a printed edition and

Sakha (which treated the Sadhumargi and Lonkagacchi as “sammiircchima’) for
their untrustworthiness, but exempts the Cha Kott Sangha (Limbdi Nani Paksa)
pattavall.

% On the significance of V. M. S$ah and the text Aitihasik Nomdh see Fliigel
2000; 2003a.
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Hind translation of the Sthanakavasi Agamas — as the leader of the
Malva Rsi Sampraday. The plan was to make the ideas of Lonka
available to everyone, in the national language of India, and to
create a sense of unity amongst the Sthanakavast mendicants in
opposition to the Murtipiijakas in particular. In this context, the
author of the Samakit Salyoddhara became again a useful target.
One of the three anonymous introductions to the Samakitsar’
accused the “stubborn mischief maker” Atmaram in an ad hominem
attack for not understanding the substance of samakita (samyak-
tva), right belief, nor practising it, as his violent use of language
testified. As proof for Atmaram’s wrongdoing, the following pas-
sage of the Dasaveyaliya is cited:

When he notices that [a monk] who has mastered the Ayara and the [Viya-
ha-]Pannatti [and] who is studying the Ditthivaya, makes a mistake in speak-
ing, he should not mock him. (DVS 8.49).95

In other words, Atmaram was chided for not seriously criticising
the principles of the Sthanakavasts, which are beyond reproach, but
only the lax conduct of individual ascetics, and in so doing harmed
himself due to the aggressive style of his attack. The impressive
Lonkasah [sic!] Jaina Gurukul, which was built by the AISJC in
1951 in SadarT as a fitting venue for the 1952 mahdasammelan,
at which the Sramanasangha was formally founded, still stocks
dozens of copies of this edition of the Samakitsar,” which demon-
strates the key role the text played during the constituent phase of
the Sramanasangha, both as a symbol of the doctrinal unity of the
Sthanakavasis and as a common reference source for arguments
against the Murtiptjakas.

% Written either by Devrsi or, more likely, by one of the editors of the book
in Jethmal 1930: 11-19.

% Schubring’s translation. Original cited in Jethmal 1930: 18.

% The Hindi edition of the Srilaljt Maharaj ka Sacitra Jivancaritra which was
composed by Durlabh T. Jhauhar (1922/23), one of the principal leaders of the
SthanakavasT laity at the time, is the only other text which is available in huge
quantities.
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The Ajmer sammelan identified the problem of harmonising the
different maryadas of the Sthanakavasi sampradayas as one of the
prime obstacles for the planned formation of a unified Sramana-
sangha. Another obstacle was the lack of a common origin and
lineage. One year after this momentous meeting, the first important
study of the history of the Sthanakavast tradition as a whole ap-
peared in print: the Sr7 Jaina Dharm ano Pracin Sarksipt Itihds ane
Prabhu Vir Pattavalf by Muni Manilal (1934) of the Limbdr Nan1
Paksa.”” The text contains a long chapter on the “great reformer”
Lonka Sah,” in which Manilal — with debatable success — attempt-
ed for the first time to resolve the contradictions between the trans-
mitted biographies of Lonka in order to clearly establish the his-
torical links between Lonka and the various Sthanakavasi lineages,
which are subsequently described in the book. Manilal unearthed
much new material,” particularly on the Gujarati traditions, and
produced the first comprehensive work on the aniconic traditions,
as far as his (not clearly referenced) sources permitted.'” His work
was nevertheless criticised by the General Annual Meeting of the
AISJC on the 10.5.1936 for its “incomplete” nature because it does
not give a sufficient account of the Ajmer sammelan, and probably
also because it does not provide much evidence on the Sthanaka-

97 Reprinted photos of Manilal and Parvati Devi are mocked as “suitable
evidence” for the “aniconic” credentials of the Sthanakavasis in Amarvijay
1908: 77f.

% Manilal 1934: 157-178. See also the chapter on the Lonkagaccha, pp. 179-
186. There is no evidence in the oldest sources that Lonka’s family name was
Sah, though this is commonly assumed in modern literature.

% For instance, the Tapagaccha muni Kantivijay’s Ath Lovkasah num Jivan,
which he published in its entirety at the beginning of the chapter on Lonka
(Manilal 1934: 161f.). For a critique of this text and its influence on Manilal see
Jhansundar 1936: 9ff.

19 Degat 1926-44, III: 2204 mentions that Manilal edited the pattavalis on
which the published work is based in Samvat 1941. Seth 1962: 342 quotes an
additional book of Manilal, Prabhuvir Pattavalt mam Lonkasah num Jivan-
caritra. 1 was unable to trace these works; nor Jivanlal Kalidas Vora’s (ed.)
Jaindharma Darpan of Samvat 1942 which, according to Desai, also contains
pattavalis of the aniconic traditions.
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vasi traditions in North India.'”" Jiansundar (1936: 16), whose own
publication Srimad Laurikasah responded critically to the renewed
Sthanakavasi interest in Lonka, did not fail to mention this.

After the Ajmer sammelan, the role of Lonka as a “founding
father” was made more prominent within the Sthanakavasi move-
ment, and for the first time entire books were devoted to the depic-
tion of his religious reforms. The most widely read account of
Lonka at the time was the Dharmapran-Lonkasah (Kranti no Yuga-
srsta), by the social reformer Muni Saubhagyacandra “Santabala”
(1939) of the Limbd1 Mott Paksa. It was apparently written already
in the 1920s and first published in the journal Sthanakavast Jain,
founded in Ahmedabad Paficabhat ni Pol in 1932,'” and between
10.11.1935-13.1.1936 re-published in Gujarati in the form of a
series of articles in the journal Jaina Prakasa, the mouthpiece of
the AISJC. The text contains few references, although Desai’s work
is mentioned. In the same year (1935), the Sthanakavasis celebrat-
ed “Lonkasah’s birthday”'” with a national poetry festival in the
Rajasthan town Sojat Road. The festival was organised by “Maru-
dhar Kesar?” MantrT Muni Misrimal (1891-1984) of the Raghu-
natha Sampradaya, a fervent advocate of reform (ksetra visuddhi)
and of the unification of all Sthanakavasi traditions (Editors, in
Misrimal 1936: 1), whose speech at the regional sammelan of the
Sthanakavast sadhus [sic!] on the 10.3.1932 in the town of Pali, on
the necessity to strengthen the influence of the Sthanakavasis “in
the world”, is now celebrated as one of the pivotal moments of
the unification movement.'™* At the time, no “reliable” biography
of Lonka was available in Hindi, apart from the 1925 translation of
V. M. Sah’s (1909) pioneering work. In 1936, Misrimal therefore

" My earlier statement that Manilal’s work was declared as the official
history of the AISJC has to be corrected. See Fligel 2000: 41. The Limbdi Nant
Paksa, to which Manilal belonged, never joined the Sramanasangha.

1221 have not been able to trace early editions of this journal.

' The historical date is disputed, but the Sthanakavasis declared kartik sukla
15 to be Lonka’s birthday.

194 Migrimal, in Surana 1976: 217f.
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published in Hindt a book entitled Dharmavir Lonkasah. This work
relies mostly on V. M. Sah, Manilal, and Saubhagyacandra, but
also uses two newly discovered sources: a “Pracin Pattavalr'®
which he found in the Jaitaran Bhandar, and a “few leafs” from the
Lonkagaccha Upasray in Kuradaya.'” It was followed in 1941 by a
versified biography called Krantikart Vir Lonikasah in 1941, and in
1946 by a short collection of dohdas and dhals, biographical poems,
called Vir Lonkasah. Saubhagyacandra’s and Misrimal’s works
spread the new Sthanakavasi “standard portrait” of Lonka through-
out the north Indian Jaina world. However, both books contain,
if at all, only general references and no critical evaluation of the
available sources. Their “scientific” value was therefore dismissed
not only by Muni Jiiansundar (1936) in his evidence-based critique
of the contemporary SthanakavasT historiography, but even by the
Sthanakavasi muni Susilkumar (1959: g), who further disagreed
with Saubhagyacandra’s “extreme” (ativada) interest in social re-
form.

A doctrinal response to Murtipiijaka criticisms was formulated
in the book Lonkasah Mat-Samarthan, “Confirmation of Lonka’s
belief’, whose revised version was published in 1939.'" It is one
of four works which were published by Ratanlal DosT of Sailana
(M.P.) in the 1930s and 1940s to defend key Sthanakavasi doc-
trines and practices, such as the rejection of mirtipija and the per-
manent use of the mukhavastrika (which Lonka reportedly never
wore). DosT was a leading lay intellectual of the orthodox Jiiana-
gaccha and a personal devotee of its dcarya Samarthamal (1898-
1972), who was opposed to the unification of all Sthanakavasi
traditions. In the work Lonkasah Mat-Samarthan he compiled tex-
tual evidence from the Svetambara canon in support of the propo-

19 This may be the same text that was published in the collection of Hastimal
1968.

196 Migrimal 1936: 64.

197 The published text has a complex history of translation from Hindi to
Gujarati (first edition) and back again.
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sition that image worship is uncanonical, which he associated with
the name of Lonka in a general way. Kesaricand Bhandari’s (1938:
92) widely circulated Sthanakavast Jaina Itihas — one of the first
books with the 20th-century self-description “Sthanakavasi” in the
title'™ — also refers to “Dos1’s (1939) text for authoritative doctrinal
arguments. However, this work does not contain any references to
Lonka’s writings, for which no direct evidence existed at the time.
The conventional counter-arguments of the Mirtipiijakas against
the “lying sampradayavadis” — the aniconic traditions — who under-
mine the “unity” of the Jaina dharma were repeated several dec-
ades later in the works of the Martip@ijaka layman Nagindas Gir-
dharlal Seth, Mil Jaina Dharma ane Hal na Sampradayo (1962),
Sthanakavast Jaino num Dharma Kartavya (1963), and Lonkasah
ane Dharmacarca (1964). Whereas Dos1 worked on the premise
that the Sthanakavasis continue Lonka’s doctrinal tradition, Seth
(1962: 342) reiterated Jhansundar’s (1936: 171ff.) verdict that the
followers of the Lonkagaccha and the Sthanakavasis are historical
enemies. To this purpose, he cites the depiction of Lonka in early
Mirtipiijaka and Lonkagaccha sources,'” published by Jiansundar
(1936: 234-240) and Desart (1926-44, I1-111: 1931-1944), which had
been entirely ignored by the Sthanakavast commentary literature
until the 1960s.

SIXTY-NINE STATEMENTS

Before the publication of two old manuscripts of the Lonkagaccha
tradition in 1936 by Jiiansundar (1936: 234-240), “Lonka’s” beliefs

= a7

1% In isolated form, the word “sthanakavasi” occurs reportedly much earlier
(Susilkumar 1959: 427), but even Upadhyaya Atmaram (1942: 12, cf. 16), who
devoted an entire article on the history of the word sthanakavasrt to prove that the
principal Sthanakavasis are the moksa-seeking bhava sthanakavasis not the
dravya sthanakavasts (sthanake bhavasamyamadiriipe samyakcaritre vasati
tacchila iti sthanakavasi), did not cite earlier examples of its modern use as a
self-description. John E. Cort mentioned to me that the word is used in a polem-
ical Martipijaka text of the late 18th century.

199 Seth 1962: 344-383.
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were only indirectly known through the early polemics of his
Martipijaka and Digambara opponents. The earliest known sources
for the views of Lonka written by his own followers are the Daya-
dharma Caupai, composed by the Lonkagaccha “yati” (monk
or lay-ascetic) Bhanucandra in Samvat 1587 (1521/2),'" and the
Lonkasaha Siloko, written in Samvat 1600 (1543/4) by the Lonka-
gaccha yati KeSavarsi.''' However, they were not widely circulated
and had no notable impact. The oldest dated texts on the Lonka-
tradition were written by their Murtiptijaka opponents. The Asiitra-
nirakarana Batrist of Muni Bika was written in Samvat 1527
(1470/1),"'* the Lunkamata Pratibodha Kulak was written by an
anonymous author in Samvat 1530 (1473/4),'" the Siddhanta
Caupai of Muni Lavanyasamay in Samvat 1543 (1486/7),'"* and
the short Siddhanta Saroddhara [Caupai] of Upadhyaya Kamal-
samyam of the Kharataragaccha in Samvat 1544 (1487/8)."" A text
that has often been cited by Sthanakavasts is the Ath Lonkasah num
Jivan (ALJ), composed in Patan in Samvat 1636 (1579/60) by the
Tapagaccha muni Kantivijay.'"® Apart from a short passage in

1% pyblished by Jiiansundar (1936: 234-237) who located the Ms. in the
Labhasundarajt Jiiana Bhandara.

" published in a Bombay paper on the 18.7.1936, and republished by Jian-
sundar (1936: 238-240). For bibliographic references of early Lonkagaccha
sources see Desat 1926-44; Fliigel 2003a: 219-222.

12 A manuscript of the Gokulbhai Nani Samgraha in Rajkot was published by
Desal in Jaina Yuga (Bhadrapad 1985 — Kartak 1986): 99-100 (reprint in
KotharT 2001: 501-503) and reprinted by Jiiansundar 1936: 230-233. For further
bibliographic information on the following texts see Fliigel 2003a: 230-233.

13 Ms. No. 5837, L.D. Institute, Ahmedabad, published with a Hindi transla-
tion in Hasttmal 1995: 642-646.

14 A manuscript of the Jiianbhandar in Patan was published by Desar (reprint
in Kothari 2001: 486-499) and reprinted by Jiansundar 1936: 209-227.

15 A manuscript of the Jiianbhandar in Patan was published by Desai in Jaina
Yuga 1.2 (Vaisakh-Jeth 1986): 339-349 (reprint in Kothart 2001: 499-500) and
reprinted by Jiiansundar 1936: 228f.

"1 published in Manilal 1934: 161f.; Hastimal 1995: 752-759, Hindi sum-
mary by Jiiansundar 1936: 9f. A copy of one original Ms., which was with Yati
Sundar of the Kacch Nani Paksa, has been given to Acarya Hastimal 1995: 751.
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Acarya Ratnanandi’s Bhadrabahu Caritra vv. 155-163 of Samvat
1625 (1568/9), the only presently known Digambara critiques of
Lonka are the Lonkamata Nirakarana Caupat of Sumatikirti-siiri
which was written almost a century after Lonka’s death, in Samvat
1627 (1570/1),""” and the Sata Prabhrta Moksa Prabhrta Tika (pp.
305f.) of Bhattaraka Srutasagara.''® Most of these and similar texts
are still difficult to access and have therefore not been properly
studied. The only early sources on Lonka which were widely ac-
cessible in the 19th and early 20th centuries were short passages in
Dharmasagara’s Pravacana Pariksa of 1572 (Samvat 1629) and his
Tapagaccha Pattavali Sitram of 1589/1590 (Samvat 1646).'"

The first published text which was directly attributed to Lonka
himself was the Lornkeji ki Hundr (A), or Ath Hundr Larkart Likh-
yate, which contains sixty-nine doctrinal assertions (bol). The
printed text is based on a manuscript that was reportedly found in
the Sariipacanda Ramacanda Upasraya in Jaitaran, a town in south-
ern Rajasthan which was a centre of the Lonkagaccha Nant Paksa
until the beginning of the 20th century. It was first published by
K. S. Caudhart (1936?: 338-430) in a book called Jin Jiian Ratna-
kar, together with the original sitra texts, which are summarised
by “Lonka’s bols”, an interpretation of their meaning (bhavartha)
in Hindi, and several versified Rajasthani commentaries in the
dhal, doha and soratha meters which were composed in 1926 in
Jaypur by Gulabcand (Luniya?), a devotee of the Terapanth dcarya
Kalogani (1877-1936), who may have discovered the original

""" Ms. Bikaner Brhata Jiianabhandara, Danasagara Samgraha No. 72. Padma-
nabh S. Jaini is currently publishing a book on the anonymous Digambara text
Cauryamst Bol which contains extensive criticism of the “Lonka” tradition.

"8 The text is mentioned in Mahaprajiia 2000: 7. The followers of Lonka are
apparently accused by the author to be materialists and atheists, because they
rejected the veneration of (protector) gods. It must be identical with the author’s
commentary to “Kundakunda’s” Pahudas in the Satprabhrtadisamgraha, which
according to Schubring 1957: 559, describes the followers of Launka as
“Pseudo-Svetambaras” (svetambarabhasa) and as “sinful wrong believers”
(papistha mithyadrstayah) because they reject images.

19 published in Dar§anavijaya 1933: 41-119.
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manuscript.'”” The bols were published in a slightly different form
and without any commentary by Aficaliya (1937: 120-128). Al-
though Kaltigani’s oral explanations clearly informed Gulabcand’s
work,"”! no written commentary on Lonka’s ideas has ever been
created by any Terapanth dcarya.'” The present Terapanth acarya
Mahaprajiia (2000: 6) always cites the Lorikeji ki Hundi as an
authoritative source on Lonka’s teachings.

Like the famous tabos (tabba) of the Sthanakavasi dcarya
Dharmasinha (1599-1671) and of other, anonymous, authors —
vernacular texts which offer rudimentary word-for-word transla-
tions of the Prakrit Jaina Agamas without regard to their syntax —
“Lonka’s bols” were, it seems, deliberately disseminated by the lay
disciples of Acarya Kaliigani and his successor Acarya TulsI in
order to establish an easy access to the “essential teachings” of
the Agamas in a language which everyone could understand.'”
This was important, since, with few exceptions, Sanskrit and Pra-
krit scholarship was all but lost in the Jaina mendicant traditions in
the early 19th century, and did not exist at all within the aniconic
traditions before the Jaina revival in the late 19th century.'** Even

120 No further information is available on the original Ms.

2V hundr jahe Lonka tani, acche puratan teha,
tinmem agam saksi thi, bol unhattar jeha. (1)
sakal sugun Sir sehra, $rt kali gani ray,
tasu pasaye gulab kahe, doha rap banaya. (3)
(Gulabcand, in Caudhart 1936?: 338, cf. 428f.).

122 Information from Muni Navratnamala, 12.8.2004, who also stated that ac-
cording to Terapanth sources, Lonka’s original Hundr (or rather the Ms.?) was
written in Samvat 1583.

'3 See Dundas 1996: 74 on Jayacarya’s Rajasthani translation of Abhayadeva
Siri’s 11th-century Sanskrit commentary on the Viyahapannatti, and Budhmal
2001: 419 on the introduction of the study of the Sanskrit commentaries into the
monastic curriculum of the Terapanth by Kalugani.

2% A standard critique of Acarya Bhiksu, even from the Sthanakavasis who
were subject to the same criticism, was that he “had no knowledge of Sanskrit
and Prakrit” (Muni Rajyash, in Nair 1970: iii). See already the complaints of
Jhansundar 1936: 97, and Malvaniya 1964: 378 cited in Dundas 2002: 247 and
250, on the lack of learning of the followers of the aniconic tradition in general,
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in 1936, few Terapanthi ascetics knew Sanskrit and Prakrit. An-
other reason for the publication of the text must have been the
desire to legitimate the Terapanth doctrine, which had been the
target of critique from all other Jaina sects, with direct reference to
Lonka, who was accepted as an authoritative reference point within
the Sthanakavasi movement.

It remains doubtful whether this text can really be attributed to
Lonka. In contrast to other texts attributed to him (see infra), the
cited passages from the primary literature contain not a single quote
from the commentary literature, only citations from the Agamas,'®
together with the explanations (bo/) of “Lonka” in a quasi-stenog-
raphic Rajasthani-HindT mix (which indicates that these are not
Lonka’s own words), and of Gulabcand in both Rajasthant and
Hindi. The citations are so skilfully woven together that the re-
sulting text does not assume the form of a casuistic list of uncon-
nected points, but reads like a coherently constructed argument.'*

which prevented them from understanding the Ardhamagadhi canon itself and
the Sanskrit commentary; though Malvaniya excluded Lonka himself from this
verdict, in view of his extensive citations from the canon. Jiansundar (1936: 63-
5, 109) and most Maurtipajakas credit Par§vacandra Suri of the Par§vacandra-
gaccha for the “translation” of the Angas into Gujarati, whereas the Sthanakavast
tradition refers to Dharmasinha as the author of the first tabos. See Fliigel 2000:
62;2003a: 195.

123 1. Siiy(agada) 1.12.16, 2. Uvav(aiya) 2.19, 3. Viy(ahapannatti) 7.2 (294b),
4. DVS (Dasaveyaliya) 4.12, 5. Utt(arajjhaya) 28.29, 6. DVS 4.10, 7. Viy 8.6, 8.
Sty 1.1.2.4, 9. DVS 7.48, 10. Pannavana 22, 11. DVS 5.1.92, 12. Ayara
1.8.4.13, 13. Sty 1.1.2.14, 14. Uvav 2.20, 15. Utt 28.31, 16. Utt 36.260, 17.
Uvav 2.20, 18. Ayara 1.2.6.5, 19. Anuogaddaraim 7 [?], 20. Sy 1.6.7, 21. Sty
1.9.1, 22. Suy 1.1.4.10, 23. Say 1.10.3, 24. Utt 4.8, 25. DVS 1.1, 26. Nis(tha)
11.81, 27. Nis 11.91, 28. Nis 15.74f,, 29. Nis 16.13f., 30. Nis 17.223, 31. Nis
11.11, 32. Nis 17.224, 33. Nis 8.12, 34. Nis 8.13, 35. Suy 1.11.20, 36. Utt 20.44,
37. Pannavana 11, 38. Dasasuyakkhandha 9.9, 39. Sty 1.10.15, 40. DVS 7.1, 41.
Siiy 1.12.5, 42. Ayara 1.6.4.1, 43. Ayara 1.2.2, 44. Ayara 1.5.6.1, 45. Uvav 2.19,
46. Utt 31.3, 47. Sty 1.3.4.6-7, 48. Nis 12.1-2, 49. Ayara 1.4.4.1f, 50. Utt 14.12,
51. Uvav 2.21, 52. DVS 6.19 [not: “6.217], 53. DVS 4.[10], 54. Nis 4.22, 55. Utt
10.15, 56. Utt 21.24, 57. Nis 13.42-45, 58. Nis 12.17, 59. Thana 2.3.6, 60. Thana
2.1.25, 61. Thana 2.1.25, 62. Utt 28.36, 63. Utt 23.63, 64. Ayara 1.4.2.1, 65.
DVS 9.4.4, 66. Ayara 1.1.7 [not: “1.2.4”], 67. Uvav 2.34, 68. Uvav (samava-
sarana adhikar mem, four types of meditation), 69. DVS 7.47.
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Moreover, the content of the text corresponds entirely with the
views of the Terapanthis at the time.'”’ It focuses almost exclu-
sively on the principles of proper monastic conduct,'*® as taught by
the kevalins,'” the condemnation of non-believers, heresies (ninha-
va),"”’ pseudo-monks,"" on the strict distinction between the stan-
dards for the Jaina householder and the mendicant,'** and on the
prescribed atonements for transgressions.'> It seems that indirectly
the credentials of the Sthanakavasi dayd-dana theory are also
deliberately undermined through the condemnation of the accumu-
lation of good karma through gift-giving and acts of compassion,
etc.””® Instead, the priority of knowledge over compassion is em-

126 In this respect, it contrasts with many maryada lists. See Mette 1974: 4f;
Fliigel 2003a: 17.

127 That is, before the reforms of Acarya Tulst (1914-1997) after 1949.

¥ Nos. 5-6, 10, 15, 22-25, 55, 62, 64-66, 68.

" Nos. 1, 11-14, 17-18, 20-21.

% Nos. 2, 8, 16, 41, 45, 50, 63.

! Nos. 3, 9-13.

"2 Nos. 39, 58-61, 67.

'3 Thirteen points are concerned with prayascittas as outlined in the Nistha,
whereas not one of the bols of L, LH, and LTC deal with atonements. This, and
the absence of any discussion of image-worship, indicates that the sixty-nine
bols are probably the creation of a (Terapanth) monk rather than a layman such
as Lonka.

34 Nos. 6, 7, 36, 46-49, 55. An exception is No. 35: je ya danam pasamsanti,
vaham icchanti paninam; je ya nam padisehanti, vitticcheyam karanti te —
“Those who praise the gift, are accessory to the killing of beings; those who
forbid it, deprive (others) of the means of subsistence” (Say 1.11.20, Jacobi’s
translation). This passage has been associated with the Sthanakavasi muni
Jaymal’s defence against Bhikhan’s famous critique of the value of gift giving
for the purpose of accumulating punya (Seth 1970: 1004). It does not come as a
surprise, then, that different interpretations of the Prakrit original are offered:
“Lonka’s bol” explains the verse as follows: savadya dana ki prasansa kare tina
ne prani jivam ko badha barichanharo kahyo (in Caudhart 1936?: 376). Gulab-
cand’s doha says:

do samsarika dana ri, kare prasansa koya;

badha bariche kaya niim, siiyagadange joya (128).
adhyayana igyarahvam ne visai, bismi gatha mamhi,
nisedhiyam varttaman mem, vrtti cheda kahahi (129)
(Caudhari 19367?: 376f.).
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phasised, and that giving “pure gifts” to a mendicant does not lead
to accumulating good karma but to the destruction of karma."® In
contrast to the available indirect evidence on Lonka’s teachings,
there is no discussion of image-worship at all. It therefore remains
doubtful whether the text, which has apparently not been comment-
ed upon by any author, is the product of Lonka; despite the fact
that it also contains some of the most well known of “Lonka’s”
quotations from the canon.”® Thus, by publishing a hitherto un-
known text confirming their own views, together with a Terapanth
commentary, the Terapanthis could implicitly claim Lonka as their
own predecessor while challenging the assertion of the Sthanaka-
vasis to be Lonka’s only legitimate successors."’

OUR HISTORY

The appropriation of Lonka by the Sthanakavasis was explicit and
on quite a different scale. It culminated in the period after the
creation of the unified Sramanasangha under the rule of only one
acarya, which was accomplished after forty-six years of prepara-
tion at the mahasammelan in 1952 at the Lonkasah Jaina Gurukul
in Sadarl. The Gujaratt Sthanakavast sampradayas refused to join
the new organisation, which was dominated by Hindi-speaking

2

The sortha finally objects to “Lonka’s” insertion of the word savadya, blameful,
in front of the word dana, because it is not in the original text: savadya Sabda
nahim patha mem, samuccai dan kaheha re (p. 377). In order to explain the
meaning, two types of gifts are distinguished: supatra dana and kupatra dana,
and Viy 8.6.1 (No. 7. in the list of bols) is invoked which states that a gift of
pure food to a worthy recipient (a pure monk) is a pure gift (Suddha dana)
“which brings about the annihilation of karman”, rather than the influx of punya
(which is papa from the “absolute” point of view that is favoured by the Tera-
panth).

¥ Nos. 6-7, 8, 55.

%6 Nos. 5, 22-25. See infra.

7 The method of legitimising a particular sectarian interpretation of the
canon by constructing a selective list of “authoritative” citations is not unusual
(Balbir 2003a: 272). Today, it can be found for instance in the unpublished
Samacart of the Sthanakavasi Kacch Ath Kot Nani Paksa (personal com-
munication by Acarya Raghav).
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mendicants. This may have been one of the reasons why, in the
decade after the constituent assembly of the Sramanasangha, two
official histories of the Sthanakavasi tradition in Hindi were com-
missioned by the Sramanasangha dcarya Anandrsi and the AISJIC
respectively to put the significance of the new organisation into a
historical perspective."*® The resulting publications are Muni Susil-
kumar’s (1959) Jainadharma ka Itihas (Pramukhatah Sri Svetam-
bara Sthanakavast Jainadharma ka Itihas) and Sadhvi Candana-
kumar’s (1964) Hamara Itihds: Sthanakavast Sraman-Samskrtik
Parampara ka Paricayak. Both works built on earlier standard
histories of the Sthanakavasi tradition, but did not make use of the
published old sources on Lonka."” Susilkumar (1959: g) mentions
that his work was initially based on an unpublished manuscript of
Saubhagyacandra “Santabala”, which was handed to him by the
AISJC. Since he saw no historical value in the manuscript, he
wrote an entirely new text on the basis of information from leading
mendicant scholars and of unspecified historical sources from
Bikaner, which were made available to him by Agarcand Nahata in
1957, two years after he started his work."*” Candanakumari’s book
is to a large extent based on Susilkumar’s text and offers a crisp
summary of the historical literature of the Sthanakavasis at the time,
but without providing any references.'"' Both texts contain exten-
sive sections on Lonka, on the Sthanakavasi-dominated “Lonka-
$aha Yuga” and on the “Sangha Yuga” which begins, according to
Susilkumar (1959: 2), with the foundation of the Sramanasangha in

138 See Fliigel 2000; 2003a.

139 See also Jain & Kumar’s (2003: 109) critique.

10 Susilkumar (1959: N) received advice from Acarya Anandrsi, Upadhyay
Hastimal, Upédhyﬁy Amarmuni, Muni Pyarcand, and “Marudhar Kesarr” Misri-
mal, i.e. from the Sramanasangha munis who had the greatest interest and ex-
pertise in the study of history.

41 She received advice from Acarya Anandrsi, Upadhyay Hastimal, Upa-
dhyay Amarmuni, Pravartak Pannalal, “Marudhar Kesari” Misrimal, Muni

Ambalal, Muni Puskarmuni, and Muni Padmacandra (Prakasakiya, in Candana-
kumart 1964: 9).
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1952." And both emphasise the differences between the Lonka-
gaccha “yatis”, whose tradition is characterised as negligible “after
the 15th century”, and the Sthanakavast “sadhus”. Candanakumari
(1964: 105) contends that (in the view of the leading mendicants of
the Sramanasangha) the Sthanakavasi traditions are the true follow-
ers of Lonka’s doctrine (siddhanta) — if not his direct lineal suc-
cessors.'” In support of this view, she points to the common lay
practice of dharmadhyana in the sthanakas, which she interprets as
a replication of the ancient institution of the posadhasala; which,
according to early Murtipiijaka sources, Lonka himself is said to
have rejected."** Both authors employ various strategies to bypass
the conventional Mirtipiijjaka emphasis on the importance of a con-
tinuous teacher lineage for the transmission of the “authentic” Jaina
tradition.'*® Rather than attempting to construct lists of succession
in the form of a single pattavali, which is generally not acceptable
within the Sthanakavast movement due to the continuing existence
of competing lineages or sub-groups with independent histories, the
texts present chronological lists of important historical personali-
ties in the Sthanakavasi tradition."* They begin their respective
narratives with Rsabha, not with Mahavira, whose ancestry is
generally favoured: In the work of Bhandari (1938: 85-87), who
ignored the Lonkagaccha tradition entirely, though not Lonka him-

12 Sugilkumar 1959: 2 distinguishes five eras: 1. Adi Yuga (pre 500 before
V.S.), 2. Mahavira Yuga (500 before V.S. — 2nd century before V.S.), 3.
Bhadrabahu Yuga (2nd century before V.S. — 16th century V.S.). 4. Lunkasaha
Yuga (16th century V.S. — 2007 V.S.), 5. Sangha Yuga (2007 V.S. — today). See
Fliigel 2000: 43, n. 11 for other emic periodisations of the Jaina history.

S vartaman mem pracalit $vetambar sthanakavasi jain-samaj Lovkagacch ki
vartamankalin kart hai. ist samaj mem hamem aj saht rip mem $ri Lonkasah-
siddhanta ke darsan hote haim (Candanakumari 1964: 105).

144 See the sources published by Jiiansundar 1936.

' Cf. Dundas 1996: 79.

14 The idea for this procedure evidently stems from Acarya Javaharlal (1875-
1943) whose arguments were rejected at the Ajmer sammelan in 1933. See
Fliigel 2003a: 195. On the incompatibility of many Sthanakavasi pattavalis see
Atmaram 1884/1908: 8-11; Vallabhvijay 1891: 67-70; V. M. Sah 1909: 96ff.,
103f.; Jiansundar 1936: 296-300.
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self, it is asserted that “only the Sthanakavast sadhus are Maha-
vira’s true disciples”.'¥” The opening pages of Bhandari’s book
suggest that the only reason for including the tirthankaras of the
“Adi Yuga” (Susilkumar) in a “historical” account is to prove the
ancienneté of the Jaina tradition vis a vis the competing Hindu and
Buddhist traditions.

Instead of lists of succession, the concept of a common Sthana-
kavast “culture” (samskrti) is invoked — which figures in the title of
Canadanakumart’s book — with an emphasis on common scriptures
and doctrinal principles. The Sramanasangha has also a common
code of conduct (samacari);'** but no common rituals and liturgy,
which remain different amongst the constituent sampradayas.'”
The “Varddhamana” Sramanasangha has not been able to construct
a single official pattavali, because no consensus could be
established amongst the leading monks as to which names should
be selected. Instead, it produces abhinandana granthas for eminent
mendicants within the tradition. These texts comprise pattavalis of
the respective sub-tradition of a particular monk or nun, but not of
the united Sramanasangha as a whole.

Accordingly, Susilkumar and Candanakumari present the his-
tory of the Sthanakavasi tradition as a chronology of great individ-
uals and their disciples, not as the history of a single lineage of
succession going back to Mahavira, Par§va or even Rsabha, as pre-
ferred by the constituent sub-groups. Although their contents can-
not be described as “mythological”, the narrative form of the texts
— the chronology of the deeds of selected great beings — represents
a spectrum of compromises between the chronological history of
modern historiography and the partavalis and gurvavalis on the one
hand, and of the cosmologically informed Sthanakavast universal

147
96).
148 AISIC 1987: 71ff. See Fliigel 2003a: 195f.; forthcoming (a).

49 Cf. Cort’s definition of gacchas = sampradayas as “units, defining the
boundaries within one can ritually interact” (Cort 1991: 662).

phakat sthanakavast sadhuja mahavir na saca Sisya che (Bhandart 1938:
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histories @ la Jethmal on the other.”™® As such, the peculiar combi-
nations of history (without source references) and legend reflect the
particular problems of legitimation of the Sramanasangha.

An extreme example of a new Sthanakavast universal history is
Acarya Ghasilal’s (1983)"*' Sanskrit [sic!] poem Sri Lornkasaha
Caritam, which associates Lonka and the Sthanakavasis, taken to-
gether, directly with Mahavira and Gautama,'>* without mentioning
any structures of mediation. His mahdkavya, he concedes, is based
on hearsay or oral (jabani) history for which, as the editor Muni
Kanhaiyalal notes in his introduction, no trustworthy evidence
exists.'” Kanhaiyalal’s remarks show that a century of debate on
“factual history” has generated a critical awareness within the Jaina
tradition that even the questionable attempts of attributing all com-
mon doctrinal features of the “Sthanakavast” tradition, such as the
rejection of image-worship, the “ur-canon” of thirty-two texts, and
the permanent wearing of a mukhavastrika, to the legendary found-
ing father Lonka, utilise the toolkits of legend, historiography and
canonisation.”* The age-old method of excluding and including,
compiling and re-compiling, of picking-and-choosing — and invent-
ing — authoritative references from the amorphous sediments of the
preserved tradition to legitimise contemporary preferences, has, to
a certain extent, become self-reflective.'>

130 The texts are not stifled by formalism, whose significance for other genres
of the Jaina literature was highlighted by Bruhn 1981: 36. Only the information
on the “great beings” after Lonka can claim some historical credibility.

151 Ghasilal (1884-1973) originally belonged to the Sadhumargi tradition,
which left the Sramanasangha in the 1950s. He was apparently made an dcarya
by Acarya Javaharlal in 1933, but left when Ganesilal became leader, and found-
ed his own splinter group, which does not exist today. See his disciple Kanhaiya-
lal’s Bhiimika, in Ghasilal 1983: 5f.; personal communication of Umesmuni
13.10.2002.

12 Ghasilal 1983: 2f.

133 Kanhaiyalal’s Bhiimika, in Ghasilal 1983: 12.

154 See Bruhn 1987: 107, 111£,, also for the term “canon of research”.

135 Although history writing as such was not always an issue, the “delicate
balance between objectivity and in-depth analysis ... and aggressivity” is nothing
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THE DISCOVERY OF LONKA’S SCRIPTURES

Thus far, our cursory review of the development of the pivotal role
of Lonka in the new SthanakavasT historiography has shown that
received models of “chronological” and “cosmological” history
both informed the modern portraits of Lonka. Features of the two
models were creatively mixed during the modern period of revival
of the Jaina tradition, which consciously distinguished itself from
earlier epochs through an increasing concern with verifiable “facts”
as a principal source of legitimation. In the context of renewed
sectarian rivalry, the analysis of vernacular Jain sources — which
Schubring (1944: vi) saw as the next important step in the history
of Jaina research — has started in India earlier than elsewhere.
Methodical research was nevertheless largely confined to the post-
independence period, probably benefiting from a slight easing of
the overt sectarian tensions within the Jaina tradition.'*

After more than one hundred years of inquiry, historical sources
on Lonka and the Lonkagaccha from within the aniconic tradition
are still extremely rare."”’ The same can be said of critical scholar-
ship of the tradition. The first manuscripts composed by early
Lonkagaccha yatis were discovered and described by Desat (1931)
in Part II of his ground-breaking study Giirjar Kavio. Two further

new in Jaina religious discourse as Balbir 2003a: 259, 268 has shown with
regard to the 16th-century Kharataragaccha monk Samayasundara. Both “canon-
isation” and “creeping change” and the “reconstruction of history from the point
of view of the present” are founded in one-sided interests, strategies of exclusion
and inclusion, and in polemics. The contrast between “canonical interest” and
“historical interest” proposed by Assmann (1987: 15) is therefore not as sharp in
practice as the conceptual distinction suggests.

136 Several factors are responsible for this. Some explicit agreements were
made between leading dcaryas to discourage the production and distribution of
violently polemical pamphlets which can harm the public image of Jainism as a
whole. Overt attacks and ad hominem denunciations are therefore nowadays
largely confined to intra-sectarian politics. Another factor was the accomplish-
ment of the unification of most Sthanakavasi traditions, and the end of the main
period of institutional reform.

'57 There are also hardly any sources concerning the founders of the Sthana-
kavasT traditions.
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texts (see infra) were published by Jiansundar (1936: 234-240),
who was the first monk to emphatically emphasise that only the
study of historical sources itself can provide a more reliable picture
of Lonka’s life and work. Detailed information on Lonkagaccha
(and Sthanakavasi) pattavalis — in addition to the unreferenced
materials provided by Atmaram (1884/1903) and Vallabhvijay
(1891), Sah (1909) and Manilal (1934), and others — was published
in Part III of Desar’s (1944: 2205-2222) work. Further historical
materials on the Lonka tradition, such as gurvavalis, pattavalis,
historical poems and lists of bols,"® were unearthed by the next
generation of Jaina scholars in the 1950s and 1960s, in particular
by Bhanvarlal Nahata (1957), Agarcand Nahata (1958; 1964; 1966,
etc.), Dalsukhbhai Malvaniya (1963a; 1963b; 1964; 1965), and
Acarya Hastimal (1968), who revolutionised the historiography of
the aniconic Jaina tradition (see infra). Most of these authors con-
tributed to the Muni Sri Hajarimal Smrti Granth, edited by Sobha-
candra Bharill (1965), which contains further important articles on
the literature of the Lonkagaccha tradition by Muni Kantisagar
(1965) and Alams§ah Khan (1965).'” Particularly significant for fu-
ture research was Acarya Hastimal’s (1968) compilation Pattavalt
Prabandh Sangrah, which made the oldest surviving pattavalis of
the Lonkagaccha traditions and the North Indian Sthanakavasi
traditions available for the first time. This fertile period of histori-
cal research, during which almost every Sthanakavasi tradition in-
vestigated its own history in order to construct its own pattavalr,
culminated in Hastimal’s (1987/1995) synopsis of most of the
available material on Lonka in the fourth volume of his monument-
al work Jaina Dharma ka Maulik Itihas, after which only the book
by Duggar (1989) furnished new information on the extinct line-
ages of the Lonkagaccha in the Pafijab.

While the outlines of the structure of differentiation of the men-
dicant lineages of the aniconic tradition became clearly visible by

158 See Nahar 1918: 38, etc. for short inscriptions of the Lonkagaccha.
13 Another widely read article on Lonka was written by K. L. Nahata (1968).
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the end of the 1960s, the teachings of Lonka, and the doctrinal and
organisational differences between Lonka and the Lonkagaccha tra-
ditions, and the Sthanakavasi traditions remained almost unknown
— and to a large extent still are. The answers to these questions
hinge on the credibility of the sources on Lonka’s teachings, in
particular Lonka’s own writings — which probably neither Jian-
sundar (1936: 97) nor his adversaries had known — since no traces
of the rules and regulations of the various Lonkagaccha traditions,
whose practices differed from Lonka’s own, had ever been dis-
covered.

In a series of path-breaking articles, D. D. Malvaniya (1963a,
1963b, 1964, 1965) identified for the first time two manuscripts in
the Punyavijay collection at the L.D. Institute in Ahmedabad
which, in his view, can clearly be attributed to Lonka himself. The
publication of this discovery changed the entire discourse on
Lonka. The authenticity of the texts is now accepted within the
aniconic tradition itself. They are the only documents which were
published by the followers of the Lonkagaccha itself (Varia’s 1976
modern Gujarati translation, in P. T. Sah 2001), together with sum-
maries of Hastimal’s (1968) collection of Lonkagaccha pattavalis.
But Malvaniya’s claim has not remained unchallenged, especially
by Mirtipiijaka authors.

The manuscripts can be attributed to Lonka in terms of their
contents,'® which clearly relate to the beliefs of Lonka or the Lonka
tradition, and because both of the two key texts mention “Lunka”
or the “Lunkamati” at the end;'®" though Lonka’s name has been
deliberately cut out at two places at the beginning and at the end of
the Ms. Lunka na Saddahiya ane Kariya Athavan Bol, as Malva-

0wkt donom partiyom ka sidha sambandh lokasah se avasya hai. kyomki

lokasah ke mat ko, unkt vicardhara ko usmem spast rip mem prastut kiya gaya
hai (Malvaniya 1964: 366).

Y o sarva Lunkamatt ni yukti chai (Luiika ni Hundi 34 Bol) (L.D. Institute
Ms. No. 4121). The early sources always use the term mata, doctrine or sect, and
never gaccha, order, sect or school, as a designation of the Lonka tradition.
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niya (1964: 381) has pointed out.'** Malvaniya (1964: 366, 1965:
188) believed that Lonka was either the author of these texts, or
that the texts have been written under his instruction, since his
opponents would have used the Sanskrit term Lumpaka for Lunka,
although no final proof has been furnished yet. Seth (1964: 54)
disputed Malvaniya’s argument and attributed both texts to the
Sthanakavasi dcarya Dharmasinha. His views were comprehen-
sively rejected by Hastimal (1995: 759-789)'* because of the “lack
of proof”, and with reference to Par§vacandra Suri’s'* text Liirikae
Pechela 13 Prasna ane Tena Uttart, which cites Lonka’s questions
concerning image-worship: why should vandana be performed to
non-living entities, why are sadhus not allowed to perform dravya
piija, etc.' This 16th-century text is now routinely referred to as a
significant source for Lonka’s views, which indirectly confirms the
authenticity of the disputed texts.'®®

Y2 iti ... Luka na saddahiya anat Luiika na kariya athavana bola anat teha-

num vicara likhaum chai. subham bhavatu sramanasanghaya, sri (L.D. Institute
Ms. No. 2989). Malvaniya’s view is still vigorously opposed by orthodox fol-
lowers of the Martipiijaka tradition, who point out that the manuscript had been
tampered with. Even today, many Martipiijaka libraries, such as the Kailasa-
sagarastri Jian Mandir of the SiT Mahavir Jaina Aradhana Kendra in Koba,
restrict access to texts of the aniconic tradition which criticise Martiptijaka prac-
tices.

'3 Hastimal (1995: 759ff.) disproved Seth’s (1964: 43) “sectarian” view that
Lonka had only a few followers with citations from the Tapagaccha pattavalis,
and that his views were adharmik (Seth 1964: 46) and that he had no knowledge
of Ardhamagadhi (p. 25) with Agama citations from Lonka’s Afthavan Bol.

194 The founder of the Par§vacandragaccha.

!5 The thirteen questions, a selection of the longer text (L.D. Institute Mss.
No. 24466, 30565), were published by Hastimal (1995: 694f.) and re-published
by Jain and Kumar (2003: 539-541), who also rendered the text into Hindi (Jain
& Kumar 2003: 115-117).

1 Jain & Kumar 2003: 115-117. Hastimal 1995: 762 also refers to Parsva-
candrasuri’s Sthapana Paricasika, which was not accessible to me.



The Unknown Lornka 225

LONKA'SFIFTY-EIGHT PROCLAMATIONS

The first manuscript attributed to “Lonka”, No. 2989, has been
dated by Malvaniya (1964: 381) to the 17th century CE. It contains
three texts which, judging on the evidence of the handwriting and
the format of the texts, must have been written by three different
individuals. The main text, Lunka na Saddahiya ane Lunka na
Kariya Athavana Bolo (L), “Lonka’s beliefs and fifty-eight asser-
tions created by Lonka”,'*” has Lonka’s name in its title. It is clearly
the oldest text of the three. The text is framed by an untitled index
of the fifty-eight topics at the beginning of the Ms., and at the end
by a list of fifty-four questions to unnamed opponents, which is
generally referred to as Keha ni Parampara Chai (K), “Whose
tradition is this?”, in the secondary literature. Both of these supple-
mentary texts, the index and the prasnottara text, must have been
added sometime after the completion of the core text, which is the
only document of “Lonka” which contains not just questions to
opponents, but also positive doctrinal statements.'® The main text
(L) consists largely of selected quotations (uddharana) from the
Svetambara scriptures, on both ethical and abstract doctrinal issues
concerning Jaina mendicants as well as laity, and renditions of their
meaning in Old Gujarati. At the beginning of the text the citations
form a logical sequence on samyaktva which can be read as an
entirely new text on the “essence” of the Jaina scriptures, although
many subsequent statements take the form of questions and can
be attributed to the prasnottara genre. The method of weaving
selected citations together to form a new text is not fundamentally

17 The original text was published for the first time by Malvaniya (1963a),
then together with a modern Gujarati translation by Varia (1976), and again by
Hastimal (1995: 655-693). A Gujarati summary of this text has been published
by P. T. Sah (2001), and a Hindi rendition by Jain and Kumar (2003: 124-139),
who also re-published the version by Hastimal and a copy of an unspecified
hand-written manuscript of the text in an appendix (Jain & Kumar 2003: 503-
537).

1% Only a future comparison of different manuscripts can establish whether K
is always presented in conjunction with L.
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different from the method of compilation of the Agamas them-
selves. Lonka’s work can therefore be interpreted as a case of
secondary canonisation, since many of his tenets are still reflected
in the Sthanakavasi literature, although their original handwritten
sources are either lost or hidden away. There are, as Bruhn (1987:
106) has indicated, many examples of canonisation outside the
canon in the Jain tradition; and generally the post-canonical lite-
ratures achieve a higher degree of closure than the canon itself;
which Schubring (1910: 63) pointedly described as a “chaos of
atoms”. Considering its form, content and function, it would be
misleading to classify Lonka’s siddhanta as an instance of a mere
literature of use (Gebrauchsliteratur),'” that is as an ad hoc com-
position, since, de facto, Lonka’s teachings established an entirely
new doctrinal school within the Jaina tradition.

The text starts with Ayara 1.4.1, the precursor of the later
ahimsa vrata, which uses the term dayaim dharma, or law of com-
passion, to describe the law of non-violence. Aydra 1.4.2.3-6 is
then cited in the second statement which comprises the rejection of
the negation of this proposition: many Brahmanas and Sramanas
say that there is nothing wrong in injuring living beings, but this is
not true because all living beings fear pain. The third bol cites
Ayara 1.4.2.1-2 which describes the necessity to discriminate be-
tween actions which cause the influx (asrava) of karma and actions
which destroy karma (nirjara). The fourth and fifth bols establish
the importance of the law of compassion (non-violence) as the sole
path to liberation (Siyagada 17), by contrasting it to violence,
which produces only suffering (Sizyagada 18). Bol 6 and 7 use for
the first time more than one citation within a sustained argument,
and leave the monastic sphere behind in order to apply the basic

19 Cf. Bruhn 1981: 18. In her 4th Annual Lecture on Jainism at the London
School of Oriental and African Studies on the 17.3.2004, “Thoughts on the
meaning and the role of the Svetambara canon in the history of Jainism”, Nalini
Balbir introduced the term “canon of use” which can be usefully applied in this
case; though the difference between a primary and secondary canon is merely a
matter of degree.
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principles of bol 1-5 “with discrimination” to the case of image-
worship.'” Point 6 establishes that unavoidable violence committed
in the course of the prescribed duties of a monk, such as crossing a
river, must be counteracted through atonements (prayascitta), and
asks why the same rule is not applied to the image worship of the
laity. Bol 7 argues that “according to the scriptures (siddhanta)” the
path of liberation (moksamarga) cannot be entered through image
worship, since it only produces worldly gratification (phal). Any
other interpretation is “opposed to the scriptures” (sitra viruddha).
Bol 8 states that liberation can only be accomplished by observing
the five mahavratas, the guptis and samitis on the level of the
mendicants, and the barah vrata, and the sadavasyaka rituals, etc.,
on the level of the laity, but not through image-worship, which
most of the remaining bols address.

Malvaniya (1964: 382) classified the contents of L into three
broad categories: samyaktva and mithyatva;'" the inauthenticity of
the commentary literature; and the problems associated with mirti-
pitja,'” such as image-making and installation, prasdda, the stha-
pana niksepa, and the term caitya (Pkt. ceiya).'” Other categories
could be created, for instance concerning the prominent issues of
tirtha yatra,'”* lay or mendicant practices (generally all points con-
cerning image-worship imply lay conduct), or assertions addressing
particular opponents, such as in L 30 (Agamikagaccha’s rejection
of puja with flowers) or L 26, which questions the scriptural basis
for the dispute between the view of the A(fi)calagaccha (and
Kaduagaccha) that only the laity can perform pratisthas and other
Mirtiptjaka sects which regard the performance of this ceremony

170 Most prasnottara texts address issues in the religious life “of the mendi-
cant as well as of the layman” (Balbir 2003a: 259), which reflects the prevalence
of “fourfold”, etc., sectarian forms of organisation.

VL 129, 17, 20-21, 40-52, 54-55, 58.

21, 7-16, 18-19, 22-32, 34-39, 42, 53, 56.

1B 57.

741 53 points to the inner journey advocated by Viy 18.10.4 for instance.
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as a prerogative of the mendicants.'”” Only one statement (No. 27)
explicitly refers to the Digambaras, asking where in the scriptures
the issue of the naked representation of tirtharikaras is discussed,
which is controversial between Digambaras and Svetambaras.

The analysis of the contents and exegetical procedures em-
ployed by the author of this text requires a separate study. A cur-
sory view shows that all selected texts belong to the canonical
literature (of thirty-two scriptures), though no new classification of
the Agamas is offered. Malvaniya (1964: 378) argued that Lonka
only rejected those passages in the commentaries which are not in
agreement with the scriptures, which made the creation of a new
canon unnecessary.''° He suggested that the various canons of the
aniconic traditions were products of the early Lonkagaccha and
Sthanakavasi traditions.'”” These are open questions. The commen-
tary literature — which the author of L evidently knew — is expli-

173 Balbir 2003b: 57 refers to “some inscriptions” as evidence for the view that
A(fi)calgaccha mendicants “take help from acaryas belonging to other groups”
for pratistha.

176 Malvaniya 1964: 377 cites the key passage of Lonka’s texts, and asks what
harm there is to accept the commentaries which are in agreement with the sitras:
‘niryukti, bhasya, cirni, vrtti aur tikdom mem jo sitra viruddha batem haim,
unhem praman kaise mana ja sakta hai?’ lekin jinka siddhanta sitrom ke sath
mem mel baith jata hai, unhem praman manne mem kya hani hai? He suggests
that, judging on the basis of the two Mss., Lonka himself must have been of this
view (Malvaniya 1964: 378).

177 According to Dharmasagara’s Pravacanapariksa, in Malvaniya 1964: 378,
some of Lonka’s followers accepted twenty-seven scriptures, and others twenty-
nine. Earlier Lonkagaccha sources, such as Bhanucandra’s Dayadharma Caupat,
already mention the Lonkagaccha canon of thirty-two scriptures, though the
canon of thirty-two may have originated with the Sthanakavasi acarya Jivaraja.
The modern association of a canon of thirty-one with Lonka seems to go back to
Atmaram 1881/1954, 1I: 519; 1888/1906: 204; in Vallabhvijay 1891: 131.
Atmaram wrote that the Vavahara was added by the Sthanakavasis, whereas
Jiansundar (1936: 106) argued that it was the “Avasyaka Sitra”. Susilkumar
(1959: 395, 431f)) tells us that the Sthanakavast acarya Jivaraja (died ca. 1641)
created the present canon of thirty-two scriptures. Malvaniya (1964: 378f.) also
believes that it was created after the emergence of the Sthanakavasis, because in
all cases only thirty-two are mentioned in the later literature. See Fliigel 2000:
49, n. 18 and 59, n. 38.
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citly rejected in L 41, with reference to additional insertions con-
cerning image worship which cannot be found in the original text,
and in L 57, which argues that the elaboration of exceptions (apa-
vada) of the prescriptions of the Agamas in the commentary litera-
ture'”™ opens the door to laxity. However, the claim that Lonka
rejected the entire Svetambara commentary literature in the name
of a “fundamentalist scriptural literalism”,'” seems too broad, since
all aniconic traditions accept the “philological commentary”, while
rejecting the “canonical commentary”, which while explaining the
meaning of the scriptures also mediates creatively between the
closed canon and the openness of the world.'®

If L was really composed by Lonka, and there are more argu-
ments in favour than against this assumption, then there can be no
doubt that he propagated the necessity for the mendicants to ob-
serve the five mahavratas, and for the laity to observe the twelve
lay vows (which include the posadha vrata), the avasyaka rituals
(samayika, caturvimsatistava etc.), and to support the ascetics with
offerings of food, upasrayas, etc., if they wish to reap the fruit of
salvation (moksa nam phal)."®' He rejected, however, all rituals
which are predicated on violence (against flowers and fruits, water,
fire, etc.). The claim by his early Miirtip@ijaka opponents,'** which
Jiansundar (1936: 98ff.) and Seth (1964) cited in support of their

'78 For instance, in the Avassaya Nijjutti or the Brhatkalpabhasya.

17 Dharmasagara, in Dundas 1996: 74; 2002: 62. See also Malvaniya’s (1964:
376) critique of the “hard” (drrh) dogmatism of the Sthanakavasts, who in his
view do not tolerate differences of opinion.

180 The terms are from Assmann 1987: 13f.

8L tatha Sravaka naim bara vrata palya nam phal $rT uvavar uparga tatha

samaiya cauvisatthao ityadi avasyaka nam phal anuyogadvara madhye, tatha
Sravaka naim ju sadhu caritria vandanika chaim tu sadh unai vamdya nam phal,
tatha sadhu ni paryupasti kidha nam phal tatha anna pant didha nam phal tatha
upasraya didha nam phal, tatha vastra patra didha nam phal ityadi (L 8).

182 See the Asiitranirakarana Batrist of Muni Bika of 1470/1, the Siddhanta
Caupar of Muni Lavanyasamay of 1486/7, and the Siddhanta Saroddhara of
Upadhyaya Kamalsamyam of the Kharataragaccha in 1487/8. The Lorikasaha
Siloko vv. 13-15 of 1543/4 by the Lonkagaccha yati KeSavrsi also contains
similar statements, which is difficult to explain.
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own views, that Lonka had rejected the standard Jaina samayika,
pratikramana, posadha, dana etc. rituals entirely,' is neither con-
firmed by the two published manuscripts of “Lonka”, nor by his
“thirteen questions™.'™ The Dayadharma Caupai vv. 15-19 of
1521/2 of the Lonkagaccha yati Bhanucandra'® explicitly mentions
the practice of two samayikas (in the morning and evening), one-
day posadha, pratikramana (not without taking a vow), pratya-
khyana, dana to restrained individuals, bhava pija (but not dravya
piija), and the belief in thirty-two Agamas (v. 19) within his own
group;'® Jiiansundar (1936: 237, n. 1) explains this away as the re-
sult of a post-Lonka reform, and further argued that no such lay
rites could have been practised before probably Bhana introduced
them, because the sravaka pratikramana is not part of the Avasya-
ka Siitra (Niryukti) amongst the thirty-two accepted Agamas, and
because it is known that both Lonka and Kadua were householders
who rejected the samayika (Jiansundar 1936: 105-107). Yet, the
statement that Kadua was “also” against the samayika is obviously
fabricated, since several points of Kadua’s Niyamavalr demand its
performance."’ Without taking note of Jfansundar’s writings,

83 Jiiansundar 1936: 29, 97, App. 3; Malvaniya 1964: 367f.; Dundas 2002:
248.

84 Lintu Lonkasah ke 58 bolom evam 13 prasnom adi mem kahim kot ek bhi
aisa Sabda nahim. ... Lonikasah ke virodha mem likhane vale vidvanom ke dvara
kive gaye ullekhom mem sthan-sthan par is prakar ke tathyom ki andekht

drstigocar hott hai (Hastimal 1995: 751, cf. 759-789).

185 — g g . _ o
samdaika talaim be bara, parva pare posaha parihar,

padikkamanum bina vrata na karaim, paccakhanai kima agara
dharaim (17).
talai asamyati naim dana, bhava pija tht riidau jiiana,
dravya pija navi kaht jinardja, dharma namaim himsai akaja (18).
sitra batisa saca saddahya, samata bhave sadhu kahya,
siri Lunka no sacco dharma, bhrame pariya na lahai marma (19)
(Bhanucandra, in Jiansundar 1936: 236).
'8 This is evidently the first reference to the thirty-two Agamas in the Jaina
literature, which points to a pre-Sthanakavasi origin of this classification.
87 Dundas 1999: 22. Jiiansundar 1936: 327 also cites Kadua’s list, but com-
ments on the relevant point 4 (point 6 in Dundas’ list) that Kadua may have
included it in the list to distinguish himself on paper from Lonka: sayad laumka-
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Malvaniya (1964: 367f.) merely mentions that the difference of
opinion between Lonka and the Murtiptijakas over these issues
developed only when in Samvat 1544 Lonka met Lakhamsi, who
became his first associate. But Hasttmal (1995: 786-788) points out
that nowhere in Lonka’s own writings is samayika, posadha, prati-
kramana, pratyakhyana or dana rejected in principle. What is re-
jected is the manner in which these rituals are performed or not
performed, for instance the ostentatious giving of gold and money
in the context of pratistha, etc., rituals. He also notices that there
is no mentioning of any opposition to samayika, pratikramana,
posadha, etc. in the report on the meeting between Bhana and
Kadua in Samvat 1539 in the Kaduvamat Pattavali (Pattavalt
Paraga Samgraha, p. 483), which would have recorded a debate
between the two if Bhana had indeed not practiced these rituals
which Kadua himself observed."'**

Another controversial issue is whether Lonkagaccha mendi-
cants observed the mahavratas, or whether they were yatis in the
modern sense of half-ascetics from the outset; as apparently the
Kaduagaccha ascetics were, though this remains doubtful (Klatt
1888: 58f.; Dundas 1999: 21, cf. 30, n. 11). Modern commentators
such as V. M. Sah (1909: 49f), Jiansundar (1936: 97ff.), and
Malvaniya (1964: 367-369), who stressed the difference between
Lonkagaccha “yatis” and Sthanakavasi “sadhus”, expressed the
opinion (backed by the reports of the Mirtipiijjakas Dharmasagara
and Kamalsamyam) that the first leader of the Lonkagaccha,
Bhana, was known for not observing the mahavratas and for not
wearing the dress of a sadhu."® He therefore must have been a yati,
i.e. neither a householder nor a monk; which would turn the Stha-

Sah ne samayik ko bhi asvikar kiya tha, ist lie kaduasah ko yah niyam banana
kara ho (p. 327, n. 4).

88 Hastimal 1995: 750 also points to the absence of any polemic along these
lines in critique of Lonka in the Digambara muni Ratnanandi’s Bhadrabahu
Caritra 158-163 of Samvat 1625.

'8 A different picture is painted in the much younger Vinaycandraji-krt
Pattavalr, published by Hastimal (1968: 141).
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nakavasl mendicants into the first truly pafica-mahavratt ascetics
of the aniconic tradition. If this is indeed true, then already the
practices of the earliest Lonkagaccha ascetics would not have
corresponded with the principles of Lonka, as articulated in L.

L ends with the statement that moksa can only be reached
through the practice of protecting life (jivadaya),"” even now [sic!]
and in future by everyone, as stated in the Sityagada:

O ye monks, the virtuous (Jinas) that have been and will be, the followers of
the law of Kasyapa, they all have commended these virtues. Do not kill liv-
ing beings in the threefold way, being intent on your spiritual welfare and
abstaining from sins. In this way numberless men have reached perfection
[siddha], and others, who live now, and who are to come, (will reach it)
(Say 1.2.3.20-21, translated by Jacobi).

Lonka’s main (“ekanta”)"" focus was the doctrine of daya dharma,

or the law of compassion.'”> His interpretation of jivadaya is, how-
ever, restricted to practising abstinence from violence in general,
and does not explicitly recommend an active intervention into the
world for the saving of life, as advocated today by most Sthanaka-
vasl traditions. Since L presents such practices as an aspect of
worldly conduct, but not of the moksamarga, this text could be
cited in favour of Acarya Bhiksu’s interpretation of the dividing

0 ivadayaim kari moksa puhata (L 58).

1L 46. See Malvaniya’s (1964: 373-375) critique of the “one-sidedness” of
Lonka’s niscaya-naya approach, which does not take into account practical
considerations of religious instruction for beginners: dharma ki jo sadhana
13vem gunasthana se 14vem gunasthana mem jane ke lie hott hai, vahi sadhana
pratham gunasthana vale ke lie bhi avasyak hai — is prakar ka agrah karne se
samanya vyakti ko dharma ke marga par kaise laya ja sakta hai? sadhana ke
marga par is prakar ekanta agrah se kam nahim calta. kyomki sabht sadhakom
ki yogyata saman nahim ho sakti. This critique echoes the standard criticisms of
the views of the Terapanth dcarya Bhiksu. The additional criticism, directed at
the Sthanakavasis, that their emphasis on daya unduly neglects the importance of
knowledge is, partly, polemical: sthanakavast parampara jian-sinya ban gar
(Malvaniya 1964: 376).

192 See L 17 for a lengthy list of citations from the Agamas using the term
daya in defence of his choice of catchphrase.
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line between laukika and lokottara dharma, though his controver-
sial equation of punya and papa, from the niscaya point of view, is
not discussed in the text."” Notably, the text does not reject reli-
gious property per se, but declares the gift of upasrayas (= sthana-
kas) to the mendicants (sadhu) as a religious act.

LONKA’STHIRTY-FOUR PROCLAMATIONS

The second manuscript, No. 4121, contains only one text, Lurika ni
Hundi 34 Bol (=LH), Lonka’s list of thirty-four assertions,'** which
gives thirty-three examples from the commentaries for significant
deviations from the scriptures under the label of apavdada, or excep-
tion. The statements No. 1-25 criticise various points of the Nisitha
Cirnt, which cannot be found in the Nistha, No. 26 does the same
for the Uttaradhyayana Vrtti, No. 27 for the Vyavahara Vrtti, Nos.
28-33 for the Avasyaka Niryukti, and the last section for the Pra-
jiapana Vrtti. The underlying ordering principle of the diverse list
of topics is the reference to the five mahavratas. More than one
example is given for excuses for the exceptional use of violence in
self-defence (Nos. 1, 22, 26); for the violation of the vow on non-
possession (Nos. 3, 4); for the violation of the vow of not taking
what is not given (Nos. 2, 18, 28, 29); for the violation of the vow
of celibacy (Nos. 14, 15, 23);'” and for using living objects such as
water, fire, earth, food, plants, etc., in various contexts. Because the
text focuses only on explicit discrepancies between canonical and

195 Cf. Malvaniya 1964: 373f., and Jain and Kumar’s (2003: 140) summary of
the text, which would also support this interpretation.

194 Malvaniya 1964: 382 cites the text as Lurika ni Hundi 33 Bol. It was how-
ever published with an explanation in Hindi under the title Caumtis Bol (34 as-
sertions) by Hastimal (1995: 648-655), and re-published under the same title by
Jain and Kumar (2003: 499-503), who also give a summary in Hindl (Jain &
Kumar 2003: 120-124). The numerical difference can be explained by the fact
that Malvaniya did not count bo/ No. 34, because it contains only the general
statement that only on the basis of the scriptures progress can be achieved.

193 See U. P. Shah 1955b for an inscription documenting historical cases.
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post-canonical monastic law, and on the use of prayascittas for
normalising transgressions (No. 23), image-worship is not men-
tioned at all, and neither are issues of contemporary practice.
Interestingly, both the Vavahara and the Avassaya Sutta are impli-
citly referred to, which are often cited in the modern secondary
literature as the two texts whose canonical status may have been
disputed between the early Lonkagaccha and the Sthanakavast
traditions. "

LONKA’SFIFTY-FOUR QUESTIONSTO THE
IMAGE-WORSHIPPERS

The fifty-four rhetorical questions Whose tradition is that? (Te
Keha ni Parampara Chai?),"”” which are appended to the Athavan
Bol in the L.D. Institute Ms. 2989, effectively ask (like some of the
Athavan Bols) whether any of the listed practices (not beliefs),
which must have been prevalent amongst the image-worshipping
Jaina traditions of the time, are backed up by the “root” scrip-
tures.'” Since the answer is assumed to be “no” in all cases, the
main function of the questions is to provide summary criticism of
the key shortcomings of the addressees of these questions, which in
accordance with the etiquette of the prasnottara genre are not
explicitly mentioned. Fifty-two almost identical questions which
were attributed to Lonka were published in Hindi in the fourth
edition of Muni Jethmal’s (1930: 14f.) polemical work Samakita-
sara."” The content of this slightly shorter list overlaps to a large

1% See Fliigel 2000: 18.

197 The text was first published by Malvaniya (1963a: 80-82), and reprinted in
Hastimal 1995: 691-693, and from Hastimal’s publication (without an indication
of the original source) in Jain & Kumar 2003: 537-539. A Hindi summary can
also be found in Jain & Kumar 2003: 118-120.

198 See Samayasundara’s question “What are the textual references for such
and such a rite, usage, etc.?” in his Samacart Sataka cited by Balbir 2003a: 267.

19 Fourth edition with Hindi translation by Muni Devrsi (1872-1929), who
became the dcarya of the Sthanakavasi Malva Rsi Sampradaya after Amolakrsi’s
death, and was the predecessor of Anandrsi (1901-1963), the second acarya of
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extent with K, but comprises some extra questions, which points to
the existence of other recensions which are yet to be unearthed, or
to later interpolations.*” The original text (K) can be translated as

follows:

The tradition is written. Someone says, SrT Vira’s tradition says this. Where
is that?*"!

1. To cause images to be made and to be installed (mandavai) in the house,
whose tradition is that?**® To buy male and female disciples (cela-celi),
whose tradition is that?*"’

2. To give initiation to small children, whose tradition is that?***

3. To change the name (to give a different name at the time of initiation),
whose tradition is that?

4. To cause the ear to be extended (vadharai), whose tradition is that?**

5. To venerate (viharai) the forgiving guru (in the presence of symbols),
whose tradition is that?**®

the Sramanasangha in which the Malva Rsi Sampradaya was incorporated in
1952. See Fliigel 2000: 70, n. 62.

200 Jethmal 1930: 14 has as question No. 6: ghord, rath, bail, doli mem baithte
ho. — To sit on a horse, chariot, bullock (-cart) or litter carried by porters; No. 8:
ghar jakar kalpa sitra parhte ho. — To read the Kalpa Sitra after going to a
house; No. 12: rassi dore dete ho. — To give strings of rope (as blessings); No.
13: mantra, jantra, jhar phik karte ho. — To perform mantra, yantra, exorcism;
14. pustak, patare becte ho. — To sell leafs of a book (to sell knowledge); 15. mal
urate ho. — To indulge in property; 25. tip likha rupaye lete ho. — To take money
for writing documents; 29. tapasya karakar paise lete ho. — To accept money
after performing a fast; 45. mor piiich ke dandasan rakhte ho. — To keep a
peacock feather staff (Digambara style); 46. stri ka sanghatta karte ho. — To
keep the company of women; 49. kapre dhulate ho. — To cause clothes to be
washed. These are standard complaints against “domesticated” Jain mendicants.

' On the uses of written texts in earlier medieval Jaina debates see Granoff
1993, and also Dundas 1996. On the role of written texts for the “protestant”
Jaina reform movements see Fliigel 2000: 38, 46.

92 Jain and Kumar (2003: 118) have ghar mem pratima banavane ya citrit
karavane. This sentence appears in Jethmal 1930: 14 as No. 24: mandvi karate
ho.

293 This sentence has only been published in Hindf in Jethmal 1930: 14. It is
not related to the first sentence of point 1, and should have been listed separate-
ly. The laxities of (some) medieval Mirtiptjaka mendicants are well docu-
mented in an inscription published by U. P. Shah 1955b.

2% On bal diksa see Balbir 2001.

205 Or “split”. On ascetics piercing their ears see Wujastyk 1984.
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6. To amuse oneself (vihami)m7 sitting in the householder’s house, whose
tradition is that?

7. To go every day to the same house (for food), whose tradition is that?*®
8. To ask (someone) to take a bath, whose tradition is that?*"’

9. To make use (prajumjai) of the secret of astrology, whose tradition is
that?

10. To tell the future, whose tradition is that

11. To cause a reception to be held at the time of entering into a town, whose
tradition is that?

12. To consecrate sweets, whose tradition is that?

?210

13. To cause the worship of religious books, whose tradition is that?
14. To cause the performance of sanghapija, whose tradition is that?*"!

2% The word khamasamasanu refers to the vandana ritual to the ksamasrama-
na, which begins with the words icchami khama-samano vandium — 1 desire to
venerate you forgiving monk, which Martipiijaka ascetics (and laity) also per-
form in front of symbolic objects representing the guru, such as the sthapana-
carya, and in front of statues (caitya vandana). See Leumann 1934: 7-10;
Williams 1983: 199-203; Cort 2001: 65. The sentence is interpreted by Jain and
Kumar (2003: 118) as: “khamasana guru ko diya jata haim, dev ko nahim”. The
issue is also addressed in Samayasundara’s Samdcari Sataka 1 etc. (Balbir
2003a: 261).

207 Also: to spend time.

208 A common mistake, known in the scriptures as nitya-pinda or nitiya-pinda.

2% Jain and Kumar (2003: 118) have: snan karne ka kahana aur snan karna. —
To ask (someone) to take a bath and to take a bath. LH 19 criticises that the
Nisitha Ciarnt permits taking a bath under certain circumstances, although the
scriptures prohibit it unequivocally for mendicants. The question may also
address the obligatory practice of image-worshipping lay Jainas to take a bath
before entering the temple in order to “purify” themselves outwardly. See
Williams 1983: 221, and Laidlaw 1995: 273 on the “incongruence between
purity in puja and purity in asceticism”.

29 1n Rajasthani (R.) kalavamni, means “dirty water” (Lalas 1986-87: 208).
The question may thus alternatively refer to sacitta water that is left over from
the ablutions of the ascetics and/or images, and distributed as a sacred object, or
to “raw” water used at certain ritual consecrations. Cf. Williams 1983: 224. Jain
and Kumar (2003: 118) have kalavani karke dete haim.

2! There are two uses of the term: (1) The prime recipients of the sarighapiija,
which Williams 1983: 166 described as a “later development”, are the mendi-
cants, who during an annual ceremony (at the end of paryusana) receive at once
“blankets, cloth, needles, thread, staves, almsbowls, rajoharanas, and other ob-
jects useful to an ascetic”. Jethmal 1930: 14 (question No. 18) uses the expres-
sion “to extract” (nikalna) the sarnghapija. (2) The “worship of the congrega-
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15. To perform installation ceremonies (of idols), whose tradition is that?*'

16. To give books during paryusana, whose tradition is that?*"?

17. And to sell pilgrimages, whose tradition is that?*'*

18. And to give a certain amount,215 whose tradition is that?

19. And to bind garlands made of vegetation to arched gateways, whose
tradition is that?

20.To keep specially prepared food (adhakarma) for the ascetics in the
pofvadhas’dld,216 whose tradition is that?*'’

tion” may also involve “giving every participant at some public religious func-
tion a small amount of money (usually a one-rupee coin) and a red forehead
mark as a token of respect” (Cort 2001: 150). Sanghapija is, for instance, per-
formed in connection with the visit of prominent ascetics to the residence of a
householder. The host invites his family and friends to participate in this event
and prepares kunkum for auspicious tilakas on the fronts of their heads and
distributes money to each visitor after the monk or nun has left — a kind of pra-
sada (personal communication K. Seth).

2 This question reflects L 26. The A(fi)calagaccha did/does not allow this for
its own mendicants. See Balbir 2003b: 57.

23 Jethmal 1930: 14 understands this as: paryusan mem pothi, de ratra
jagaran karate. — To cause night watches to be done to books given out during
paryusan. Lonka thus may have rejected the veneration of books as objects.
Often, manuscripts are copied or books printed in honour of deceased parents,
whose names are mentioned in the introductory sections of a text, and then
offered to the mendicants during paryusana. The objection may also have been
directed against the payments for something that has been produced especially
for the mendicants, or, more likely, against motivating the laity to auction the
privilege of taking the Kalpa Siitra home for one night.

214 For allocating the honour of leading specific rituals, auctions (boli) are
routinely held in many Jaina traditions. In the question, the practice of bidding
for the privilege of leading the sangha yatra as a caitya paripati is addressed.
Williams 1983: 234 indirectly confirms Lonka’s suspicion. He writes: “The
tirtha-yatra seems to be a later development”.

5 The contextual meaning of matra is unclear here. It could mean measure, a
certain amount of money, etc. Jain and Kumar (2003: 118) interpret the half-

sentence as: matrd (prasravan) dene, prasravana meaning flow, outflow.

26 posalim; see R. posala, S. pathasala. The posadhasala is a special room

that is used for the collective performance of a one-day fast, or posadha, during
which the practising laity imitates the lifestyle of the ascetics. A variety of fasts
can be performed. Because not all of them require the complete renunciation of
all nourishment, food and drink may be brought to the posadhasala from home
(Yasovijay, in Williams 1983: 145). Since posadha does not involve performing
an almsround, only specially prepared food can be eaten. Therefore, Lonka must
have disagreed with eating food at all during posadha, apparently in agreement
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21.To create the impression of the importance of the scriptures but not read-
ing them, whose tradition is that?*'®

22.To cause decorative pavilions (for images) to be constructed, whose tra-
dition is that?*"”

23.To cause the fast in the name of** “Gautama” to be performed, whose
tradition is that?

24. Tzo2 1cause the “Samsaratarana” (vow to be taken), whose tradition is
that?

25.To cause the “Candanabala” fast to be performed, whose tradition is

that?**

26.To cause the “ladder of gold and silver” (sona ripa ni nisarani) to be
Ll 223

created, whose tradition is that?

with the A(f)calagaccha and the Kaduagaccha, but in contrast with the Tapa-
gaccha and Kharataragaccha (Samayasundara) at the time (cf. Balbir 2003b: 60).

27 Adhakarma is discussed in L 21 as well.
281 onka advocated open access to the scriptures.

219 The word mandavi (H. mandapa) can also signify a temple, or the entrance
hall of a temple.

220 Literally, the sound or echo (paragho, G. padaght). Jethmal 1930: 46-52
lists fifteen practices opposed to the scriptures (sitra) which the himsa dharm,
i.e. the image-worshippers, associate with the name of Gautama. Varia 1976: 129
explains the question as: gautam padagha num tap karave che. Jain and Kumar
(2003: 119) read the word paragho as pratipada (parva) — the first day of the
lunar fortnight. Though Jethmal does not mention this, the question may also
refer to the siarimantra (cf. Dundas 1998) which is addressed explicitly in ques-
tions 45 and 46, or, more likely, to Gautama’s invocation during the annual pija

of the account books at Dipavali (cf. Cort 2001: 168-70).

21 Samsara-tarana means literally “to cross the ocean of existence”. John
Cort informed me that this practice is listed as a fast in the Tapagaccha monk
Jinendravijaygani’s Taporatna Mahodadhi (Lakhavala-Santipuri: Harsapuspa-
mrta Jaina Granthamala 101, 1982) which is based on the Kharataragaccha
acarya Vardhamana’s 15th-century Acaradinakara. Jethmal 1930: 14 speaks of
the Samsara-tarana “tela”, i.e. a continuous three-day fast. Most, if not all, of
the practices mentioned in questions Nos. 24-27 are likely to be special fasts,
which involve auctions of the meritorious act of giving the first drink and food to
a tapasvin(i) to conclude, or “break”, the fast (parana).

222 This fast takes four days: three one-day fasts (upavdasa), followed by one
day eating only one meal (ekasana) with or without practising ayambila (to eat
only one unsalted cereal). Both the privilege of the first feeding of the fapas-
vi/n(7) on day four, and of the first feeding at the time of the breaking of the fast
on day five are auctioned (Kelting 2001: 46). For the story of Candana see
Shanta 1997: 122-128.
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27.To cause the “Lakha Padavi” to be performed, whose tradition is that?***

28.To cause gifts to be given (dhovaravai) to celebrate the end of a fast
(imjamana), whose tradition is that?*®

29. To cause the piija to be recited,”*® whose tradition is that?

30.To cause the “Asoka-tree” (aso vrksa) to be supported (bharavdi),227
whose tradition is that?**®

31.To cause the eightfold bath (atthottart snatra) to be performed, whose
tradition is that?**’

22 This is probably another fast involving public auctions. Alternatively, the
question may or may not refer to one of the following practices: (a) a ladder of
gold is often given by grandsons to grandfathers; (b) ladders are often used to
reach a large statue for pizja (personal communication K. Seth).

2% John Cort suggested to me, this may refer to the laksa pratipada fast
(G. lakhi padavo), which is listed in modern Gujarati Jaina compilations of fasts.

25 G. ujamanum, R. ujamanau, ujavanau, a celebration at the end of a fast,
involving donations of money to the fasting person(s). Jain and Kumar (2003:
119) translate amjamana as “udyapana”, which signifies the concluding cere-
mony or the dedication of a temple on completion. The meaning of the word
dhovaravai (? S. dhauk, P. dhovana, to offer, to give gifts) is not entirely clear. It
may generally refer to celebrations. Jethmal 1930: 15 has “dhurana”.

26 Or to be sung (padhar).

227 The Hindt verb bharvar or bharvana, to have something filled, makes less
sense here than the Rajasthani verb bharvai, to carry, nurture, maintain, or pay
for.

228 Mahavira renounced the world under an ASoka-tree; which is also one of
the twelve symbols of the arihantas. The tree is associated with the worship of
portable Jina images, and is believed to have wish-fulfilling powers. Models of it
are often installed on the roofs of temples (Jain & Fischer 1978, 1I: 3, 7f., 24,
Plate XIIb). The asoka vrksa is also listed as a fast in Jinendravijaygani’s Tapo-
ratna Mahodadhi, the breaking of which was possibly auctioned off in various
ritual contexts (personal communication of John Cort). The word bharavai could
refer to an auction as well. Kanubhai Seth (personal communication 7.7.2003)
informs me that the expression may also point to a decorative curtain with a tree
motif (though it seems unlikely). These curtains are made with gold and silver
inlays to adorn the wall behind the seat of a monk. Today, they are called choda,
a small tree or shrub. They contain the name of the donor, his family members,
and the name of the inspiring monk or nun. After being used as an adornment,
they are later venerated in the house of the donor. Sometimes sixteen or eighteen
curtains of this type are requested to be made, to be presented to women who
have performed a long fast.

229 This question refers back to L 35, which questions the canonical basis of
the “upper eight” (Skt. astottart, Pkt. atthottari) ritual of installation of images,
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32.To cause fresh rice and fresh fruit to be offered in front of an image,
whose tradition is that?**°

33.To put sandalwood powder231 on the head of laymen and laywomen,
whose tradition is that?
34.To be involved®’
that?**?

35.To cause the laity to offer a head tax (paim miindaka) before ascending a
hill (pilgrimage site), whose tradition is that?™**

36. To place garlands (on persons or idols), whose tradition is that

in the search for possessions, whose tradition is

0235

37.To permit laymen and laywomen to walk together (during pilgrimages)
by foot, whose tradition is that?**°

38.To cause the “Nandi”*"’

39. To cause foot prints (shrines) (padika camka) to be built, whose tradition
is that?

40. To put powder (bhiiko) into the water, whose tradition is tha

to be erected, whose tradition is that?

t()238

which includes the use of fire in arati, the rite of throwing “living” salt into the
fire, etc.

2% This was also rejected by the A(fi)calagaccha. See Balbir 2003b: 60. Since
image-worship is rejected per se, this point is redundant, and may have been
imported simply to add more venom to the attack.

LS yasaksepa, colloquial vasksep or vaskep, to sprinkle with scented pow-
der. Murtiptjaka ascetics charge sandalwood powder with mantras and sprinkle
it on the heads of their devotees to transfer their blessings-cum-spiritual energy
to them.

22 pamdhai, H. bamdhna.

233 An alternative reading would be: “To set a limit (for individual laymen) in
their search for possessions”. Jain and Kumar (2003: 119) interpret the meaning
of the passage as upadhi adi potalivom mem bamdhte haim — to tie up/bring
together property etc. in small parcels.

24 The religious legitimacy of the pilgrimage sites of Satrufijaya, Girnar, Abd,
etc., and tirthas other than the caturvidhasangha is questioned for instance in
L 36,L38,L39,L41,L44.

23 The privilege of giving garlands, for instance for the successful performers
of the upadhana tapa, is also auctioned off amongst Murtiptjakas.

236 Samayasundara, in Balbir 2003a: 260, similarly questioned the co-wander-
ing of monks and nuns, which is still practised within the Tapagaccha.

%7 The questioned issue is not clear. Maybe the word nandi refers to the
nandisvara-pata which is venerated in the context of the nandisvara fast (U. P.
Shah 1955a: 121; Williams 1983: 232; Jain & Fischer 1978, 1I: 19). It could also
(though unlikely) refer to the bull Nandin, who is associated with Siva, or to an
inauguration involving praise of the gods (nandf).
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41. To cause worship (vandana) to be offered, whose tradition is that?**

42. Tz%move the broom (ogha) (in front of the idols), whose tradition is
that?

43. To keep the deva dravya, whose tradition is that?*"!

44.To wear a long covering garment (pacheri) down to the feet, whose
tradition is that?***

45. To accept the siarimantra, whose tradition is that??*

28 G. bhitko or bhitka, powder, is related to R. bhitkau (Lilas 1986-87: 296).
The question addresses a common form of water sterilisation amongst the Jainas
through “killing” sacitta water by adding a different living substance such as
lime powder (ciina). Hastimal 1995: 693 transcribes the original bhitko as
bhimka. Jain and Kumar (2003: 119) interpret bhimka as G. thamka or H.
thitka, saliva, spittle. The issue of citirna, or powder, is also addressed in Sama-
yasundara’s Samdcart Sataka 37 etc. (Balbir 2003a: 261).

%% The sentence apparently means: “to cause veneration to be given (to an
ascetic or image)”, since R. vandanau (bandanau) is equivalent to S. vandana, to
worship. Jain and Kumar (2003: 119) translate vandana diravai as bamdhana
dilana — to cause someone to give an oath (to bind him/herself). They derive
vandana from S. bandhana, to bind, R. bamdhanau. Cf. Lalas 1986-87: 194f.

240 Jain and Kumar (2003: 119) render the words oghda phervai chai as asirvad
svarip kist par ogha pherna. Lonka apparently did not use an ogha at all
(Malvaniya 1964: 369).

! The donations given “to the gods” should only be used for the maintenance
of the temples, etc. Jethmal 1930: 15 has as question No. 44: gamth mem paisa
rakhte ho. — To keep money in the pocket.

22 To wear a long pacchevari (P. pacchaga) is considered wasteful. It seems,
Lonka himself used one almsbowl (pdatra), one loincloth (colapattaka) and one
short pacchevart (cadar) (L D. Institute Ms. No. 2328, in Malvaniya 1964: 369).
He rejected the ogha, muhapatti, kambala, and danda. See Malvaniya 1964:
369; he cites Ghelarsi, a contemporary of Lonka, who reportedly (L.D. Institute
Ms. No. 7588, question 86) asked him in which sitra it is written to wear a cola-
patta, or loincloth: ap jaisa colpattak pahante haim, vaisa kis sitra mem likha
hai?. From this, it can be deduced that the ascetics at the time did not wear a
colapatta; though colapattas are mentioned in the canon (Viy 8.6.2 (374), etc.).
Jhansundar (1936: 173f.) writes that in the 20th century (?) Lonkagaccha ascet-
ics wore colapattakas and caddars (cadar), but in a slightly different form than
the Sthanakavasis. In contrast to the Sthanakavasis, they did not wear a muha-
pattt permanently, but carried an oghd, kambal, and danda, etc. 1 have never
seen any evidence of a Lonkagaccha yati carrying a danda though of ogha and
kambal.

23 For the tantric cult of the sirimantra in the Murtipijaka tradition see
Dundas 1998: 36-46. He points out that it is not used by the Sthanakavasis
because they claim “during the fifth century C.E. there occurred a major inter-
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46. To recite the sirimantra every day, whose tradition is that?**

47.To shine in starched”*’ (white clothes), whose bright tradition is that?
48.To cause the “Bairakanhai” fast to be performed during paryusana,
whose tradition is that?**®

49. To cause a waterpot (ghadiila) to be made, whose tradition is that?**’

50. To cause the ayambila olr fast to be performed together with the siddha-
cakra (pija), whose tradition is that?**

51.To hold a ceremony of mourning (ﬁfhamanum)249 after the death of an
ascetic, whose tradition is that?

52.To cause the swinging of the images (of the fourteen dreams of
Mahavira’s mother) to be performed, whose tradition is that?**°

ruption of the teacher lineage through which the formula was transmitted”
(Dundas 1998: 36).

2 The mantra was recited to acquire mystical powers, and in order to
strengthen the commitment to the particular lineage.

3 Jain and Kumar (2003: 119) translate the expression kalapara with the
Hind1 word kalaf, starch.

24 Jain and Kumar (2003: 120) identify this fast as the vajra-krsna (vaira-
kannai), or black thunderbolt-fast. No further information is given.

M7 G. ghaditlo, small pitcher, water pot. Pots and bowls should be produced
by the ascetics themselves. K. Seth informs me that the question may point to
welcoming celebrations for ascetics (nagara pravesa) performed by women with
auspicious water pots on their heads, for which see the photo on the dustjacket of
Cort 2001. The Hindi rendition of Jain & Kumar 2003: 120 reads: jhadiile
karvana (bal utarvana), i.e. to cause the hair to be shaved (R. jhadiilau signifies
the hair of a newly born child). Jaina ascetics should pluck their hair or have it
plucked by another ascetic.

28 For a description of this ritual, which comprises the use of flowers and
fruit and the veneration of images and gods, see Jain & Fischer 1978, 1I: 2-4;
Cort 2001: 162f. Jain and Kumar (2003: 120) have: siddhacakra ke ayambil ki
bolt karvana, to cause the auction of the siddhacakra ayambila fast to be done,
which must have been one of the main objections implied by the question.

9 In Rajasthani, uthavanau denotes collective mourning. In the case of ascet-
ics, this is the gunanuvada sabha, the auspicious praise of the deceased ascetic.
A special carpet is used in this context.

230 This ritual is performed by the Mirtipijaka Jaina laity on the fifth day of
paryusana, which is called Mahavira Jayanti, though the actual birthday of
Mahavira falls on an earlier date in the year. For details of this ritual, which is
performed for well-being and involves extensive bidding for ritual acts, see Cort
2001: 154-7, who also cites earlier literature.
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53.To create a decorated table (thavani) in front of the feet (of an ascetic or
. 251 e
an image),” whose tradition is that?

54.To perform the pratikramana on the fourth day (of the second lunar
fortnight) of paryusana, whose tradition is that?*>

Notably, the questions are addressed to a Jaina mendicant, not to
the laity, and imply a mendicant perspective. The basic question,
whether any of the fifty-four listed beliefs and practices corre-
sponds to the teachings of the root scriptures seems, at first sight, to
reflect an attitude of a-temporal lay-inspired scriptural literalism
which deliberately ignores the commentary traditions of the teach-
ers of the mendicant lineages.” However, a closer view reveals
that Lonka may not have rejected commentaries per se, especially
not those (such as the later vernacular tabos) which merely explain
the meaning of the sitras themselves, but only commentaries or
parts of commentaries whose contents do not correspond at all to
the teachings of the root scriptures. Malvaniya 1964: 377f. argued
that this interpretation is supported by the fact that the two Mss.
which have been attributed to Lonka make use of all available
Jaina scriptures and commentaries. Further evidence for a positive
attitude toward the commentaries in the aniconic Jaina tradition can
be found in the published Sthanakavasi and Terapanth Agama
editions which make explicit use of all commentaries in order to
establish the literal meaning of the sitras themselves, though some
modern monks, such as Upadhyaya Amarmuni, argue that because
of their condensed nature the sitras are intrinsically polyvalent and
can therefore only be interpreted symbolically.®* In contrast to

2! Jain and Kumar (2003: 120) use the word gavalf (umban) for thavanr.

252 This refers to the practices of the Tapagaccha and the Kharataragaccha to
perform the final samvatsart pratikramana not, like most Jaina traditions, on
bhadrapad Sukla 5 but already on bhadrapad sukla 4, apparently following the
advice of Kalakacarya (cf. Jacobi 1880). In contrast to Lonka, Kadua seems to
have accepted “the general practice established by Kalakacarya” (in Dundas
1999: 22), but not the A(il)calagaccha (Balbir 2003b: 59).

*>* Dundas 1996: 74, 89f.
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Malvaniya’s view that the canon of thirty-two was codified after
the emergence of the Sthanakavasi orders, there is evidence that
Lonka himself advocated for a restricted canon of thirty-two
scriptures in Bhanucandra’s Dayadharma Caupat v. 19 of 1521/2,
though, if Malvaniya’s source Dharmasagara’s Pravacanapariksa
of 1572/3 can be believed, it had not been canonised one hundred
years later. According to Kapadia (1941/2000: 38, 53), even the
current Mirtipiijaka classification of forty-five scriptures emerged
sometime after the 14th century. The construction of alternative
Agama classifications in the late medieval period thus appears
to be generally a product of sectarian politics, predicated on the
emergence of a new style of text-oriented critique in “reformed”
gacchas and ganas.

The fifty-four questions are de facto commentaries themselves,
whose contents have in parts been canonised in the aniconic tradi-
tion. Their rhetoric may be literalist and fundamentalist, but they
function as means of innovation and of canonisation, since they
censure certain customary practices which back them up, while
favouring others which are not explicitly mentioned. The fluidity of
the usage of textual allusions is illustrated by Lonka’s objection
to child initiation (K2) which contradicts the canonical Vavahara
10.16f,”° and by the fact that the equally rejected custom of
changing names at the point of initiation (K3) is nowadays prac-
ticed by several Sthanakavasi traditions,”® and by the Terapanthis.
Since much of the meaning of the fifty-four questions is contextual
and implicit, their interpretation must remain tentative. However,
the collection and analysis of similar lists from the same period, as
studied by Dundas (1999) and Balbir (2003a; 2003b), may in future

2% See Fligel 2003a: 162, n. 49; 195, n. 140; 196, n. 145. Dundas (1996:
80, 83, 86) has discussed similar remarks of Abhayadeva, Prabhacandra and
Dharmasagara.

*% Schubring 1935/2000: 250; Balbir 2001: 154. Amongst the Svetambara
sects, only the Sramanasangha rejects child initiation.

2% Amongst the Sadhumargis only women change their names. The empirical
situation is complex.
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produce a clearer view of the sectarian faultlines in the 15th and
16th centuries.

LONKA’'STEACHINGS ACCORDING TO MODERN
STHANAKAVASI SOURCES™

With the publications of Malvaniya and Hastimal, in particular,
fruitful comparisons between the early beliefs and customs of diffe-
rent aniconic traditions are rendered possible for the first time. Of
special interest is the reconstruction of the early development of the
Lonkagaccha for which still hardly any evidence exists. For the
present investigation of the effective history of Lonka the com-
parison between “Lonka’s” writings and versions of his teachings
transmitted within the Sthanakavasi tradition is important, as are
preliminary observations on the differences between the customary
law (marydda) of the early Sthanakavast traditions and “Lonka’s”
proclamations.

To my knowledge, in addition to the paraphrases in Jethmal
(1930), only two texts are currently available on Lonka’s rules
in the Sthanakavast secondary literature. One was published by
Sadhvi Candanakumari (1964: 102)>* and the other by Gulaba-
canda Nanacanda Seth (1970: 703f.).”” This is somewhat surpris-
ing, given the importance of Lonka as the founder of the aniconic
Jaina traditions. However, a recent survey by the present writer has
shown that most of the ancient sources of the comparatively sparse
literary output of the aniconic traditions before the 20th century has
either been lost or not been catalogued or used. Even the writings
of the founders of the Sthanakavast traditions have not been pre-

27 Original source not cited in Candanakumari 1964: 102; Prakascandra
1998: 31.

% 1t is possible that Candanakumari extracted the rules from the book by
Susilkumar (1959), which was one the main sources for her work. I cannot dis-
confirm this, since several pages of the chapter on Lonka are missing in my own
xerox-copy of SuSilkumar’s text.

2% The texts were also published in Fliigel 2000: 52; 2003a: 233.
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served in their original form. It is therefore not surprising that no
literary traces of the debates between the followers of the Lonka
traditions and the Sthanakavasi (and Terapanth) traditions have
been discovered to date.**® Candanakumari (1964: 102) writes that
several manuscripts of the regulations (niyama) which Lonka him-
self composed for the Lonkagaccha mendicants (sadhu-sanstha)
can be readily found in old Jaina libraries. She therefore decided to
publish only a selection of eleven particularly “useful” rules in
summary form in Hindi under the title Lonkdgaccha ki Samacart
(LS).*" Without acknowledgement of the source, her list was re-
published in Gujaratt by Muni Prakascandra (1998: 31) of the
Limbdi Mot1 Paksa.

The code of conduct of the Lor'lkz'igaccha262
1. Only the Sanskrit commentaries (f7ka) which agree with the scriptures
are acceptable as authoritative.

2. One should live a steadfast disciplined life in agreement with the scrip-
tures.

3. From the point of view of religion “image-worship” is not in agreement
with the scriptures.

4. Genuine, pure vegetarian food can be accepted from every family [caste].
5. It is not necessary for anyone to set up the symbols of the monastic order
(sthapanacarya) [for worship].***

6. During the vows of Ltpavc'zsa,264 etc., absolutely all types of lifeless (pra-
suka) water can be accepted.

260 Fliigel 2000; 2003a; forthcoming (c).

21 pracin Sastra-bhandarom mem in niyamom ke anek patra prapta hote haim.
un sabhi niyamom ka likhna yaham avasyak nahim hai. un mem se kuch upayogt
niyam jankart ke lie yaham diye ja rahe haim (Candanakumari 1964: 102).

2 Translated by the author.

263 The A(fi)calagaccha allowed its use only for mendicants, not for the laity
as most Murtiptjaka traditions. See Balbir 2003b: 59f.

264 The word upavasa signifies either fasting in general, or a specific thirty-
six-hour fast (Pkt. cauttha bhatta, Skt. caturtha-bhakta) without any food, but
with or without drink. I have preferred the more specific meaning in all trans-
lations, since the upavasa performed in the context of posadha is addressed,
though often fasting in general may have been the intended meaning in a par-
ticular case.
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7. The one-day fast (upavasa) can even be performed on days other than
the lunar holy days (parva-tithz’).265

8. There is no need for monks to practise the skills of mantra-tantra and
yantra, etc.

9. Laymen can beg, but cannot receive religious gifts (dana).

10. To give gifts (dana) to the poor due to the feeling of compassion is not a

sin (papa), but rather the cause of merit (punya).

11. There is no need to keep a staff (danda).z66

If this list was indeed composed on the basis of primary literature,
then the information must have been selected from all the texts that
have been attributed to Lonka to date. The critique of the validity
of the Jaina commentary literature in point one, for instance, is
mainly discussed in the Lornka ni Hundi 34 Bol, and the locus
classicus of Lonka’s critique of image worship is the text Lurnka ni
Athavan Bol. Candanakumari’s method of extraction and her utili-
tarian criterion of “contemporary relevance” offers a glimpse into
the rational of the strategies of selection, exegesis and transmission
of chosen elements of the doctrinal tradition and of the customary
law within the aniconic Jaina mendicant traditions.

A second Sthanakavast source for the rules and regulations of
Lonka was published by Gulabcand Nancand Seth (1970: 703f.),
a poet who was hired to write down the results of the extensive
historical research of Muni Cauthmal (died 1951) on the life of
Acarya Jaymal, which was completed by the munis Candmal
(1908-1968), Jitmal and Lalcand, who in 1964 split from the
Sramanasangha in protest against the controversial institutional

25 This rule is identical with one of the stipulations of Kadua (KS 7); though
Jiiansundar 1936: 327, n. 5 expressed the opposite view. The point was rejected
by the A(f)calagaccha and the Kharataragaccha (Samayasundara), but accepted
by the Tapagaccha (Balbir 2003b: 59). Dundas 1999: 22 understands the mean-
ing of rule KS 7 slightly differently — that “the posadha fast can be celebrated
when it does not fall on an observance day (parvan)”.

266 The prototype must be LH 22, which criticises the Nisitha Ciirni’s permis-
sion for using an acitta staff for purposes of self-defence, which contradicts the
Nisitha 5 itself.
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reforms of Acarya Anandrsi, and founded the independent Dharma-
dasa Jayamala Sampradaya.”® The bulky text, entitled Jaydhvaj,
was published with the aim of strengthening the sectarian identity
of the newly established tradition. The publication was supported
by the influential Acarya Hastimal, who in 1968 also separated
himself from the Sramanasangha to re-establish the Ratnavamsa as
an independent order. Hastimal (1968) had already published a
collection of pattavalis of the Lonkagaccha tradition and of the
Sthanakavasis, and systematically researched the history of the
aniconic Jaina tradition during the following two decades.*®® The
following twenty points (LN) which Seth attributes to Lonka have
been summarised by him in Hindi without any reference to the
original source. The introductory sentence only mentions that
Lonka prepared this samacart in Samvat 1531 (1474/5 CE) in order
to prevent the rise of Sithildcara, or laxity, amongst the sadhus of
Bhana’s newly created Lonkagaccha:*®

1. Even without having completed the upadhana fast one can study the
scripture.270

2. From the point of view of religion, worshipping the Jina image is not in
the forty-five scriptures.

67 Varddhamana Sthanakavasi Jaina Sravaka Sangha Jaypur 1964; Fliigel
2003a: 164-168; forthcoming (a).

268 See Hastimal 1968; 1971; 1987/1995, and his collection of Mss. in the Lal
Bhavan Sthanak in Jaypur.

2% Translation by the author.

2 The upadhana tapa is a special, extended (usually thirty-five or forty-
seven day long) collective posadha, a collective fast-cum-study exercise which,
according to Cort 2001: 137, has been first described in the 7th-century Maha-
nistha 3.3.15-3.36.1. At the end of the programme, which demands image-
worship three times a day, “each lay faster takes a garland of flowers used in
temple worship and puts it over the head of the mendicant leader”. Dundas 1999:
22 cites the stipulation of Lonka’s younger contemporary, Kadua, that “One
should not perform garlanding (malaropana) at the end of Upadhana Tapas”,
which he interprets as the ceremony of the “lay votary being garlanded by the
presiding monk” (Dundas 1999: 30, n. 21). The objection expressed in the text
that is attributed to Lonka addresses another aspect of upadhana, i.e. that one is
not allowed to study without a prior fast.
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3. Apart from the root aphorism (sitra), the scripture (dgama) and the root
teaching (sastra), joined together with the Sanskrit commentaries (tka),
other scripture and Sanskrit commentary is not to be believed in any respect.

4. Tt is forbidden to practice magical skills (vidya).

5. The fast day (posadha) [and the] ritual of repentance (pratikramana) is
performed according to individual custom.

6. Apart from caturmasa, one can also use a seat (parta) [during the rest of
the year].271

7. One should not keep a staff.

8. One can possess books.”"?
9. Paying attention to genuineness and purity, one can collect alms from
every family.

10. A layperson (sravaka) can also perform the almsround (gocari).

11. A layperson (sravaka) cannot accept a religious gift (dana).

12. During fasting (upavasa pratyakhyana) one can take lifeless whey (ach)
of buttermilk.””

13. Posadha can even be performed without practising a one-day fast.””*

"' The meaning of this statement is not entirely clear, though there is a certain
resonance with point 6 in Dharmadasa’s critique of Lava (in Seth 1970: 368, n.)
on the use of seats, which are unnecessary luxuries, even outside of caturmasa.
The printed text has the word pataka, which may be a corruption of S. pataka,
part of a village, which would make even less sense.

272 The issue of the possession of books is touched upon in a different context
in K 16 on the distribution of books during paryusana. It was also a point of
contention between the “bookish” Dharmasinha and Lava, who rejected the pos-
session of books. See Pracin Pattavalr in Hasttmal 1968: 186-192.

"3 Cf. Dharmadasa’s critique of Dharmasiitha, who apparently upheld Lonka’s
rule, in Seth 1970: 369, n.: upavas mem chach ki ach pini nahim. — One should
not drink the whey of buttermilk during a fast. The Sthanakavasi traditions of
Raghunath (Dharmadasa Sampradaya), Amarsinha, Dipcand, Malikcand (Jiva-
raja Sampradaya), Khetsi and Khemsi (Hara Sampradaya) also touched on this
issue in a common decree of 1753 whose wording is, however, not entirely intel-
ligible: 2. tapasya mem tela uparant dhovan tatha ach aur chach ki ach pint
nahim. pt [t jaye to adhe tap ka prayascit (Seth 1970: 919f.; cf. Fligel 2003a:
237f.). The Terapanth mendicants, which emerged from the Dharmadasa tradi-
tions as well, however, use dch during fasts: “When they undertake long fasts
they take, if available, the greenish water floating on boiled whey, after the
thicker portion of the boiled whey has settled down, otherwise they take boiled
water only” (Chopra 1945: 27, n.).

™ Even in the Sravakacaras of the image worshippers, posadha is not iden-
tical with posadhopavasa. See Williams 1983: 142f. on the four spheres of appli-
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14. A one-day fast (upavasa) can even be performed on days other than the
lunar holy days (tithi parva).

15. One can take the vow of a one-day fast together (in a group).

16. One should not enumerate the auspicious days (kalyanaka) amongst the
lunar days (tithi).275

17. The day on which one takes a milk product, on that day one should not
use hard (dvidala grains).276

18. It is not necessary to set up a sthapandacarya.

19. Within forty-eight minutes (do ghari) life is generated in waste water
(c‘lhovana).277

20. From a religious understanding, to give a gift (dana) to an unworthy one
(apatra) must be violence (to give to a poor person out of compassion is not
the cause of the fault of one-sidedness (ekanta pzipa)).278

cation of the posadha vow. The issue is also addressed in Samayasundara’s
Samdacart Sataka 25, 29 which accepts this practice (Balbir 2003a: 260), as did
the Tapagaccha, but not the A(fi)calagaccha (Balbir 2003b: 60).

215 Cf. L 22. For another debate concerning the kalyanakas, in Samaya-
sundara, see Balbir 2003a: 263ff.

276 Soft food made of milk, such as yoghurt, and hard food made of grains that
are (under their skin) split into two parts (S. dvidala) should not be eaten on the
same day. The rule is identical with one of the stipulations of Kadua (KS 8 citing
the Brhatkalpabhdsya); though Jiiansundar (1936: 327, n. 6) expressed the view
that Lonka permitted the use of dvidala. It is also mentioned in the lists of for-
bidden food (abhaksya) in the medieval Sravakdcara texts under the name
ghola-vataka, buttermilk in tiny lumps (Williams 1983: 110f.). Here, dvidala are
described as “pulses which when ground yield no oil”. They should not be con-
sumed because they contain many micro-organisms; in particular not in combi-
nation with milk products “for in this latter instance it is the combination of sour
food and milk-product which curdles the milk product and thus results in the
generation of innumerable organisms” (Cort 1989: 271). The issue is also ad-
dressed in Samayasundara’s Samdacari Sataka 7 (Balbir 2003a: 261).

27 1t is believed that new micro-organisms develop in lifeless water after
forty-eight minutes. Dhovana (P. dhovana) water has been used by Jaina ascetics
from the outset (see AS 2.1.7.7-9, DVS 5.1.75-79, 5.1.47-55), although some
Jaina traditions insist nowadays that only boiled water is acceptable (see Sty
1.2.2.18, 1.2.2.20, DVS 5.2.22). Often dhovana water is filtered and thus kept
much longer than forty-eight minutes.

278 This rule is oriented towards a layperson. It resonates with the debate on
the nature of the pure gift (dana) between the Sthanakavasis Raghunath and Jay-
mal on the one hand and the founder of the Terapanth, Bhikhan (Bhiksu), on the
other. The Terapanthis argued that for the seeker of salvation, the imperative to
get rid of all karma is authoritative. Giving for reasons of compassion is counter-
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The list overlaps to a great extent with Candanakumari’s, and may
indeed have served as the immediate source for Candanakumari’s
selection of useful points. In many cases the wording is almost
identical. Another indication is that Seth’s list is much more de-
tailed, and must have been available to Candanakumari, because it
was apparently composed by Muni Cauthmal, who died in 1951,
although it was published much later.”” It is an intriguing but
currently unanswerable question whether all of these rules go back
to Lonka, or Bhana, or whether at least some of these rules have
been created by subsequent Lonkagaccha or Sthanakavasi writers.
Rule 2 states wrongly that worshipping images is not mentioned in
the “forty-five” scriptures.

LONKA AND KADUA

As indicated in the footnotes, most, but not all, points of the two
largely overlapping lists concur with topics of “Lonka’s” texts L,
LH and K, and can be said to be historically akin to Lonka’s teach-
ings. However, certain points, particularly on gift giving and jiva-
daya (see infra), seem to be later additions,” while many of the
more intricate points in Lonka’s texts have been left out altogether.

productive, and thus a form of violence against the self, because it contributes to
the accumulation of more karma, i.e. punya. The Sthanakavasis argued that com-
passionate giving, even to a non-ascetic or to a bad ascetic, is nevertheless a reli-
gious act, since both the relative point of view (vyavahara naya) of conventional
morality and the absolute point of view (niscaya naya) of the karma theory are
part of religion. See Fliigel 1995-95: 123f.; 2000: 96, n. 107. The statement in
the “Lonka’s” samacart supports both Bhiksu’s view, which is based exclusively
on the niscaya naya, and Raghunath’s belief that the more fundamental Jaina
principle of non-onesidedness (anekantavada) supports the ethics of compas-
sionate help, because it is predicated on the irreducible complementarity of the
absolute and the conventional point of view.

2 1 asked Candanakumari personally which sources she used for this list, but
she said she could not remember anymore.

201 N 6 (using a seat) and LN 8 (possession of books) touch on issues which
were controversial between Dharmasinha, Lava and Dharmadasa. See Fliigel
2000; forthcoming (b).
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Although the wording sometimes differs, the contents of Candana-
kumari’s list (LS) are entirely covered by Seth’s list,”™® which
confirms its derivative nature. The two lists have only few issues in
common with the reported maryadas of three of the founders of the
Sthanakavasi tradition, Dharmasinha, Lava, and Dharmadasa.”*
But many points mirror Kadua’s rules, which were, as Jiansundar
(1936: 327, n. 4, etc.) suspected, probably formulated in contradis-
tinction to Lonka’s rules or vice versa. Though they differ in cer-
tain details, many of the transmitted rules of Lonka and Kadua
address similar issues. The main common topics are “ascetic**’
rituals for the laity, such as the pratikramana, samayika, upadhana,
and posadha, which is often discussed in connection with the upa-
vasa fast. However, because both authors discuss many areas of
monastic conduct as well, which do not overlap, it cannot be infer-
red from this that the followers of either Lonka and/or Kadua were
advanced householders, or yatis, and not mendicants. If the two
Sthanakavasi lists are considered together (“Lonka’s” writings), the
following picture emerges with regard to the lay rituals:

Both Lonka and Kadua advocated the performance of the prati-
kramana ritual, according to individual (LN 5) and group custom,
not scripture (there are no pratikramana texts in the Agamas).
However, Lonka (K 58) determined that, in accordance with the
scriptures, the samvatsari pratikramana should be performed on
the 5th bhadrapdda, not on the 4th bhadrapada as Kadua (follow-
ing the Tapagaccha custom) prescribed (KS 4). Contrary to the
scriptures, Kadua also fixed the paksika pratikramana for the 14th
of every lunar fortnight, not for the 15th (KS 3), and additionally
adopted the tristuti formula (KS 11), which has been introduced by
the Agamikagaccha into the pratikramana.™

1 1S 8 (mantra-tantra) and LN 4 (vidya) cover similar ground, as does
future telling and astrology which “Lonka” criticised for instance in K 9, K 10.

82 Seth 1970: 368, n. & 369, n. See Fliigel, forthcoming (b).
283 « Ascetic” rather than “symbolic” or reflective rituals such as pija.
?% See Dundas 1999: 30, n. 23.
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Lonka (K 8) and Kadua (KS 6) also agreed that the samayika
should be performed repeatedly. But only Kadua asserted that the
laity should use a muhapatti during the ritual (KS 5), and should
recite the fryapathika a locana after the first samayika (KS 15).

The posadha is the topic of many points. It is usually discussed
together with the topic of the one-day-fast (upavasa).*® Both
Lonka (LS 7) and Kadua (KS 7) determined that posadha can be
performed repeatedly according to individual preference (LN 5),
even outside the parvan days, on which it is obligatory.”® How-
ever, Kadua (KS 13) prohibited the consumption of all food or
water during the fast (upavasa), whereas Lonka permitted the use
of all types of lifeless water, and of the whey (dch) of buttermilk,
the use of which was/is prohibited in many Sthanakavasi tradi-
tions.® Kadua stressed particularly that women can also perform
posadha (KS 11). Lonka emphasised that one upavasa can be per-
formed together in a group (LN 15).

The statements KS 11 and LN 15 may refer to the collective
upadhana fast as well. The upadhana is an extended posadha (cum
study) exercise, that was propagated by Lonka and Kadua, who
both however rejected the ceremonial garlanding of the tapasvins
with flowers at the end of the fast (K 36, KS 9), as performed by
the Mirtiptjakas. At the time, the upadhana must have been per-
formed either with or without studying, otherwise Lonka would not
have highlighted that one can study the scripture “even without
having completed the upadhana fast” (LN 1); although his rule

25 In the Sravakacara literature of the image-worshipping traditions, which
Williams (1983: 142) studied, posadha usually means “the fast on the parvan
day”. The term posadhopavasa therefore appears to be “etymologically tautolo-
gical”, though other interpretations of posadha can be found as well, such as
“that which strengthens or fattens the religious life” (YS 3.85) or “the supreme
mendicant” (Caritrasundar).

6 Jiansundar 1936: 327, n. 5 deliberately misunderstands the respective
rules.

7 See footnote 273.
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may also reflect customary prohibitions for studying certain texts
without prior fasting.

The principal difference between Kadua and Lonka, according
to the lists published by Seth and Candanakumari, was that Kadua,
who assumed an intermediary position between Lonka and the
Martipijakas (especially the dominant Tapagaccha), also propagat-
ed image-worship (KS 1, KS 20),** though rejecting the installa-
tion (pratistha) of images by monks rather than laity (KS 2). Kadua
also advocated the veneration of the sthapandacarya (KS 10), which
Lonka rejected as a “worship of dead objects” (LS 5, LN 18). These
differences can be explained in terms of fundamentally different
attitudes to the scriptures, because Kadua accepted the authority of
the post-canonical calendar,™ and maybe (though there is no
evidence) defined the auspicious days (kalyanaka) as moon days
(tithi) which Lonka explicitly criticised (since this would artifi-
cially reduce the number of fast days) (LN 16), and commentaries
such as the Avasyaka Carni (KS 13, KS 15) or the Brhatkalpa-
bhasya (KS 8) which Lonka had rejected (L 57, LS 1),”° though
both referred to the “seniors” of the canon as the main source for
monastic conduct (KS 18).*"

CONCLUSION: REMARKS ON COMPASSIONATE
GIVING

One of the most controversial issues in the aniconic Jaina tradition
is the question of the origins of the so-called dana-daya theory, the
doctrine of the religious value of the protection of life through
charity and active compassionate help, not only to Jainas but to all
living beings. Under Acarya Bhiksu, the Terapanth tradition split
from the Sthanakavasi Dharmadasa Raghunatha Sampradaya be-
cause it believed that such actions contributed only to the accumu-

8 Image-worship is also a traditional ingredient of the upadhana.
*% See Jiansundar 1936: 328, n. 2; Dundas 1999: 31, n. 31.

** Dundas 1999: 31, n. 31.

! Dundas 1999: 31, n. 30.
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lation of punya, but nothing to the reduction of the overall karmic
load. From the absolute point of view (niscaya naya), therefore,
compassionate help is an impediment to ultimate salvation, and in
this sense a sin (papa). The Terapanthis tend to claim that Lonka
already rejected the dana-daya theories of the Murtipijakas and
Sthanakavasis, and that they are presently the only aniconic tra-
dition which still pursues Lonka’s neo-orthodox point of view. It
seems that the text Lornkeji ki Hundi was published deliberately
by the Terapanth tradition in the mid-1930s, when the sectarian
disputes within the Jaina community peaked, to prove this point.
By contrast, many contemporary Sthanakavasis believe that Lonka
was the originator of their own interpretation of the dana-daya
theory, which promotes merit-making through dana for financing
gosalas rather than temples, although Jfiansundar (1936: 210, n. 1)
and other critics of the aniconic tradition argued, with reference to
early Mirtipiijaka polemics against Lonka, that it must have been
one of the early leaders of the Lonkagaccha who introduced this
doctrine, since Lonka rejected the religious merit of gift giving
altogether (for purposes other than sustaining the subsistence of
worthy mendicants), though L commends the sponsorship of upa-
Srayas.”* At the same time, most modern commentators underline
that Lonka himself was not an initiated monk, and that even the
early Lonkagaccha ascetics may have been yatis, half-ascetics in
the modern sense, rather than sadhus and sadhvis, and thus must
have stood with one foot in the world.*”® This remains an open
question, although Lonka’s own writings suggest that Lonka him-
self was vigorously opposed to a semi-ascetic lifestyle (L8 and LH
whose structure is informed by the mahavratas). The example of
contemporary Digambara bhattarakas™ indicates that even yatis

22 See L 23 and DC 18 for the distinction between worthy (yogya) and un-
worthy mendicants.

23 See for instance V. M. Sah 1909: 54, 65; Jiansundar 1936: 105; Susil-
kumar 1959: 426; Malvaniya 1964: 368.

24 Joharapurkar in Shanta 1985: 186, n. 99; Fliigel 2006: 382, n. 190.
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tend to be pasica-mahavratis, they simply do not observe the rules
strictly, or interpret them slightly differently, not unlike the anu-
vratas for the laity.

Of particular interest in this context are the three statements
concerning compassionate gift giving (dana-daya) in the two Stha-
nakavasi summaries of “Lonka’s” teachings, LS and LN. For these
statements, no equivalent assertions can be found in “Lonka’s”
texts L, LH, and K, which use daya dharma and jiva daya merely
as synonyms of ahimsa dharma.”” The rules LS 4 = LN 9 describe
in a straightforward way that a renouncer can collect food from all
families, without regard to caste and class, if the food and the
manner of giving correspond to the canonical rules.”®® This con-
trasts both with the rule No. 75 of 101 Bol of the Kaduagaccha
which prohibits the renouncers to visit houses of followers of
the Lonkagaccha,”’ and with the Mirtipdijaka preference for vanik
(vaniya) households as expressed in rule No. 2 of the Paitis Bol
(PB) of 1526/7 of the Mirtipiijaka reformer Acarya Anandvimal-
siiri (1490-1539).® The texts ascribed to Lonka himself remain
silent on this point.

Rules LS 9 = LN 10+LN 11 are more puzzling. They state that
“a layperson” can perform gocarf in the manner of an ascetic, but
cannot receive dana in the manner of an ascetic. How can this be
understood? The use of the term gocarr rules out non-religious
contexts of begging which are addressed in LS 10. The most likely
explanation points to the definition of the intermediary stages be-
tween householder and mendicant, since the religious status of
Lonka and the Lonkagaccha ascetics was disputed from the begin-
ning in the literature. In the eleventh pratima, or stage of spiritual

2% See for instance L 17, which lists several passages from the canon where
the word daya occurs.

2 The same conviction is expressed by the contemporary Lonkagaccha laity,
though no universally recognised yatis exist anymore.

»7 In Jiiansundar 1936: 333.

2% keval vanik jati ke viraktom ko hi Sraman-sramant dharma mem diksa
karna, anya jati ke logom ko nahim (PB 2, in Hastimal 1995: 582).
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progress for the laity, a lay person should renounce all business of
the world, has the head shaven, is clad in a mendicant’s garment,
carries a broom (rajoharana), and a begging bowl (patra), and per-
forms the begging round, though technically not in the same man-
ner as a monk (Williams 1983: 178-180). This means that although
a layperson who took the vow of the eleventh pratima performs the
almsround in exactly the same way as a mendicant, technically s/he
does not qualify for being a worthy receiver (supdtra) for a reli-
gious gift (dana) which generates a destruction of karma (and the
accumulation of punya karma) on the part of the giver.

The rules concerning giving must have been created or selected
from an unmentioned source by the Sthanakavasis to clearly demar-
cate the status of a properly initiated mendicant from an advanced
householder or (Lonkagaccha) yati.**® A material gift can, after all,
also become a means of material enrichment. This explanation
corresponds well to LN 20, which is addressed not to the receiver
but to the giver. The first part states: “From a religious understand-
ing, to give a gift (dana) to an unworthy one (apatra) must be
violence”. This statement coincides with the conventional view
presented in the Agamas and in the Sravakacara literature.>®
However, rather than representing the summary of a statement of
“Lonka”, the second part of the assertion (in brackets) seems to
introduce a new argument, which lends support to the dominant
Sthanakavasi position in the debate with the Terapanthis on the
nature of the pure gift (Suddha dana), seen from the transcendent
(niscaya) and conventional (vyavahara) perspectives: “to give to a

2 As in the case of Digambara bhattarakas, only few yatis existed in the
Lonkagaccha traditions between the 17th and 21th centuries, often only single
individuals without disciples who were in charge of the property and religious
ceremonies of a particular gaccha.

300 See Williams 1983: 152 for the difference between a kupdtra, a poor per-
son of a more or less righteous lifestyle but wrong belief, and an apatra, a
person devoid of all good qualities. Both are normally not considered worthy
recipients of religious gifts in the Sravakacara literature, nor are adherents of
non-Jain traditions. See Viy 8.6.
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poor person out of compassion is not the cause of the fault of one-
sidedness” (ekanta papa).’®' In contrast to the first part of LN 20,
the equivalent formulation LS 10 in the list of CandanakumarT is
not entirely consistent with the previous rules on giving, by
eliminating the brackets and by using the unqualified term dana®”
for the compassionate giving to the “poor” (garib), while avoiding
the doctrinal term kupatra: “To give gifts (dana) to the poor due to
the feeling of compassion is not a sin (papa), but rather the cause
of merit (punya)”. This interpretation contrasts both with the Tera-
panth distinction between lokottara dana and laukika dana and
with the conventional Sthanakavasi interpretation of religious
charity, which also stresses the suboptimal, if sometimes accepta-
ble, character of giving to a kupdatra or apatra. Given the subse-
quent life-course of the author Candanakumari, the founder of the
reformist Virayatan group of nuns who engage in social work in the
manner of Christian nuns,’” it must be assumed that the word dana
was used intentionally in an unqualified form. It should be interest-
ing to trace the origins of this belief in anukampadana, a concept
which is mentioned already in the canonical texts Thana 10.475
and Viyahapannatti 304b but re-projected and attributed to Lonka
within the Sthanakavasi traditions which now regard it as their own
distinctive teaching. The contemporary Lonkagaccha tradition it-
self has lost all written sources and retains no cultural memory
anymore on the doctrinal views of Lonka or the earlier Lonka-
gaccha acaryas.

30! The reasons for interpreting anukampadana to a kupatra or apatra as an
acceptable and even meritorious act are discussed by Puskarmuni (1977: 504).

%2 Thana 10.97 distinguishes between ten forms of dana only one of which is
called dharmadana.

3% See Fligel, forthcoming (b).
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APPENDIX I:
K eha ni Parampara Chai — Text in Old Gujaratr’*

parampara likhiim chaim, ketala eka ima kahai chai $rt vira nt

parampara ima kahai chai, te kiham chai.*”

1. gharim pratima ghadavi mandavai chai, te keha ni parampara
chai?’® — cela celi vecana let teha keha ni parampara chai?*"’
nanha chokara nai*™ diksa dii chai, te keha ni parampara chai?
nama’” pheravai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?
kamna vadharai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

khamasamasana®' viharai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

AN I

grhastha (ni) gharaim baist"' viharai, te keha ni parampara
chai?

7. dihadr dihadr' 2 tenai’" gharim viharai, te keha nt parampara
chai?

3% Text based on L.D. Institute Ms. 2989, pp. 14b-15a.

395 The meaning (vivarana) of this sentence has been given by Varia (1976:
127) as follows: have parampara lakhiie chie. ketalak ema kahe che ke vira
prabhue a rite parampara kaht che.sri lonkasaha prasna kare che ke a param-
pard kayam sastro mam kahii che te batavo. The text was reproduced verbatim
by Hastimal (1995) (and Jain & Kumar 2003), which shows that the subsequent-
ly published versions are all based on Varia’s transcription.

306 varia’s (1976: 127) reproduction of the text uses the past tense here and in
the following question: “fe keha nt parampara thai”. Since the L.D. Institute Ms.
No. 2989 uses the present tense, I have amended the printing mistakes in the
published version in these two cases.

397 This sentence has been left out in all published versions of L.D. Institute
Ms. No. 2989, probably because it is regarded as too controversial.

3% Hastimal 1995: 691: chokaranaim.

3% Hastimal 1995: 691 added in brackets: (diksa kale).

319 Hastimal 1995: 691: khamasamasanu.

3!! Hastimal 1995: 692: baisi.

312 Hastimal 1995: 692: dihart and added in brackets: (pratidin).

313 Hastimal 1995: 692 added in brackets: (us7 ek).
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8. anghola’*kahai’" kare,’'® te keha ni parampara chai?
9. jyotisa nai marma prajumjai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?
10. kalavani kart apai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

11. nagara mahim paisata paim saru sahamum karavai chai, te
keha ni parampara chai?

12. ladiia pratistai’"’ chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

13. pothi pujavai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

14. sanghapija karavai chai, te keha nt parampara chai?

15. pratista karai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

16. pajiusanaim pothi apai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

17. tatha yatra vecai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

18. tatha matra apai chai, te keha nt parampara chai?

19. tatha ghatadt donum torana’® bamghai chai, te keha ni
parampara chai?

20. adhakarma posalim rahai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

21. siddhanta prabhavanda pakhai na vamcai, te keha nt
parampara chai?

22. mandavi karavai chai, te keha nt parampara chai?

23. gautama padagho®” karavai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

24. samsara-tarana karavai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

25. candanabald nu tapa karavai chai, te keha ni parampara
chai?

26. sona ridpa nt nisarant karavai chai, te keha ni parampara
chai?

27. lakhapadavi karavai chai, te keha nt parampara chai?

31% Hastimal 1995: 692 added in brackets: (snan).

315 Hastimal 1995: 692 added in brackets: (kof).

316 Hastimal 1995: 692: karai.

317 Hastimal 1995: 692: pratisthat.

318 Hastimal 1995: 692: ghatart and added in brackets: (vanaspati ke toran).
319 Hastimal 1995: 692: paragho.
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28.
29.
30.
31
32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
37.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,

45.

46

ajamana® dhovaravai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?
pigja pidhaim chai, te keha ni parampara chai?
asovrksa bharavi*** chai, te keha nr parampara chai?
arthottar7 sanatra karavi chai, te keha ni parampara chai?
nava ghana nava phala pratima agali ¢hoi chai, te keha ni
parampara chai?

sravaka-sravika nai mathai vasa ghalai chai, te keha ni
parampara chai?

parigraha dhiindha mam bamdhai chai, te keha ni parampara
chai?

sravaka paim mindakum apavi dungara cadhavi’ chai, te
keha ni parampara chai?

malaropana karai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

padika sravaka sravika sum bhelr jaim chai, te keha ni
parampara chai?

nandi mandavai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

padika canka bamdhai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

pani mahim bhitko®® mumkai chai, te keha n parampara chai?
vandana divaravai®** chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

ogha pheravai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

devadravya rakhai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

pagai lagai nici pachedi odhai chai, te keha ni parampara
chai?

sarimantra leiim im chai,* te keha ni parampara chai?
. dihadr sarimantra ganai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

320 Hastimal 1995: 692: imjamand.

%1 varia 1976: 129: bharavat.

22 Hastimal 1995: 693: dirigara cadhavar.

323 varia 1976: 129: bhimko mumkai; Hastimal 1995: 693: bhizmko mukai.
¥4 Hastimal 1995: 693: diravai.

325 varia 1976: 130: sarimantra lemn char.
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47. kalapada tharai®*® chaim, te keha ni parampara chai ijala?

48. pajasana mahim bairakanhai tap karavai chai, te keha ni
parampara chai?

49. ghadila karavai chai, te keha ni parampara chai?

50. ambila ni ol7 siddhacakra ni karavai chai, te keha ni
parampara chai?

51. mahatama nala® kara pachi te ithamanum karai chai, te keha
Nz parampara chai?

52. pratima jhillanum™® karavai chai, te keha nr parampara chai?

53. padika agali thavani®*mandai chai, te keha ni parampara
chai?

54. pajisana parva nai cauthaim
parampara chai?

0 padikamai chai, te keha ni

326 v/aria 1995: 693 tharai.

%7 v/aria 1976: 130: kala.

328 \/aria 1976: 130: jhalanam.

329 v/aria 1976: 130: Uambani.

30 Hastimal 1995: 693: cauthanaim padikamai chaim.
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APPENDIX II:
L onka’s assertions accor ding to Candanakumari 1964 in Hindt

. agam-sammat tikaom ko hi pramanik mana jay.

. agam ke anusar drrhatapirvak samyamom jivan vyatit kiya jay.
. dharmdrsti se ‘pratima-pijan’ Sastra-sammat nahim hai.

. Suddha sattvik sakahart pratyek kul ka ahar liya ja sakta hai.

. Sthapandcarya ki sthapana ki kot avasyakta nahim hai.

AN N Bk~ W N~

. upavas adi vratom mem sabht prakar ka prasuk jal liya ja sakta
hai.
. parv-tithi ke bina bhi upavas kiya ja sakta hai.

-

8. sadhuom ko mantra-tantra tatha yantra adi vidydaom ka prayog
nahim karna cahie.

9. Sravak bhiksa kar sakta hai, par dan nahim le sakta.

10. daya bhav se garibom ko dan dena pap nahim hai, apitu punya
ka karan hai.

11. dand nahim rakhd jana cahie.
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APPENDIX I11:
L onka’s Samacar accor ding to Seth 1970 in Hindt

1.
2.

O 0 3 O L B~

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.

upadhan tap kiye bina bhi Sastra-abhyas karaya ja sakta hai.
jin pratima ki dharma-drsti se pija karna 45 agamom mem
nahim hai.

. mil sitra, agam aur miil Sastra, samasta ttkaom ke sivay anya

agam evam tika sarvatha amanya hai.

. vidya ka prayog nisiddha hai.

. pausadh pratikraman svatantra riti se karna.

. caturmas ke sivay bhi pat ka vyavahar ja sakta hai.
. dand nahim rakhd jana cahiye.

. pustakem rakhi ja saktt haim.

. satvikta aur Suddhi ka dhyan rakhte hue pratyek kul mem gocart

kT ja saktt hai.

sravak bht gocart kar sakta hai.

sravak dan nahim le sakta.

upavas pratyakhyan mem chach-pant ki ach prasuk le sakte
haim.

bina upavas ke bht pausadh kiya ja sakta hai.

tithi-parv ke bina bhi upavas kiya ja sakta hai.

ek sath upavas paccakkhe ja sakte haim.

kalyanakom ko tithi mem nahim ginna cahiye.

Jjis din goras liya jay us din kathor (dvidal dhanya) ka prayog
nahim hond cahiye.

sthapanacarya ki sthapana anavasyak hai.

dhovan pani mem do ghart ke anantar jivotpatti sambhav hai.

apatra ko dharma buddhi se dan dene se himsa hoti hai
(anukampa se garib ko dena ekanta pap ka karan nahim hai).
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PICTURE:

Lornka na Athavana Bolo, Ms. No. 2989,
L.D. Institute, Ahmedabad, p. 14b

A ANERYRNTITI e RITaaawz
R &GsrasinsssARATO R
CIA MG AR T TITAS IS
AR ISR ER\ I m snean
-i"*‘ﬁ("m'b'@'=??Wﬁ?iaﬁfmm¢i3n?rqﬁﬁ
L ANIINI @A AIINSNIINTHA!
{1 TS @RISR AasGETAFS

{ ORI GE B AT FRAF IE D!

| [ YBRIGNESIAAFIAZISFAAAA

:’amﬁﬁ"ﬂaﬁﬂfﬁ XAHeAN

R MA%GIFRIR ARG
A GET AT A AIAMG!

Il
|
i!:Jqﬂmﬂaﬂ_Ij il AP




