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SALVAGING THE PLAGIARIST
DIGAMBARA JAIN TEXT PRODUCTION IN EARLY MODERNITY

Gregory M. Clines
1. Introduction

Much ink has been spilled in the academic study of pre-modern Indian religious literature
concerning the role and authority of the author and the relationships between received tradition
and innovation.' In 1991, Padmanabh Jaini contributed to this larger discussion by describing
what he termed an obvious case of ‘“skilful plagiarism” committed by a Jain author named
Sribhiisana, a seventeenth-century Digambara Jain bhattaraka® based in Sojitra in modern-day
Gujarat.®> In his Sanskrit Pandavapurana - a treatment of the deeds of the heroic Pandava
brothers from the Mahabharata - completed in 1600, Sribhiisana apparently copied in near
totality the work of a previous author, Bhattaraka Subhacandra, who had lived some fifty years
earlier and belonged to a rival Digambara monastic lineage, the Miilasangha.* Sribhiisana’s
work is not identical to Subhacandra’s; in fact, Sribhiisana’s Pandavapurana contains 779
additional sloka verses not found in Subhacandra’s text. In support of his argument for
Sribhiisana’s plagiarism, though, Jaini points out that both texts are divided into twenty-five
chapters (sarga) and that the titles of those chapters are identical. He also provides a direct
comparison of a single chapter from both authors’ texts, one that narrates the five auspicious
events (parica-kalyanaka) in the life of the seventeenth Jina, Kunthunatha. According to Jaini
(2000b: 366): “The correspondence both in the narrative and vocabulary is so manifest that no
further argument is necessary to prove [...] that Sribhiisana had committed a flagrant act of
plagiarism.” Jaini’s comparison is indeed striking. His argument that Sribhiisana’s text

corresponds so closely to Subhacandra’s that the only explanation is Sribhiisana’s copying his

! See, for instance, Hawley 1988, Novetzke 2003, and Marrewa-Karwoski 2012.
2 A “noble man” or “cleric.”

3 Here all references are to the reprint of the article that appeared in Jaini’s 2000 edited volume Collected Papers

on Jaina Studies.

* On the history and development of pre-modern Digambara monastic sarighas, see Joharaptrakara 1985.



predecessor’s text is compelling. As to the question of why Sribhiisana felt the need to copy so
flagrantly another author’s text, Jaini focuses on sectarian rivalry, a reasonable focus, he argues,
as there is ample evidence of intellectual conflict between Sribhiisana, in particular, and the
Mailasangha during the late-sixteenth and early-seventeenth centuries. Drawing on the work of
Nathiiram Premi (1956: 389-94), Jaini (2000b: 364) points out that another of Sﬁbhﬁsar_la’s
works, Pratibodha-cintamani, “was full of sectarian animosity towards the Mulasangha,” and
that Sribhiisana had also co-opted and altered a Milasangha text titled Darsanasdra by
Devasena (probably 10" ¢.), “obviously in retaliation for Devasena’s uncomplimentary account
of the origins of the Kasthasangha.”

In labelling Sribhiisana as a plagiarist, Jaini provides a model for thinking about the
phenomenon of text copying among Jain authors in premodernity. Questioning this model, I
propose that the practice of textual copying was a valid form of argumentation among Jain
authors in pre-modernity, indeed a type of argumentation of which we have additional
examples. To make this argument, I proceed in four parts. I first outline the history of the
concept of plagiarism in South Asian literary history, highlighting the fact that while an idea
similar to plagiarism existed and was condemned, there was little interest among pre-modern
authors and theorists to actualize claims of plagiarism itself. Plagiarism existed within the realm
of possibility but rarely crossed into that of reality. Further, I argue that the seeming idea of
plagiarism that Jaini employs in his discussion of Sribhiisana is not grounded in those pre-
modern South Asian understandings of the concept. Thus, second, I will examine the sort of
definition of plagiarism Jaini actually seems to use in labelling Sribhiisana a plagiarist. It is a
definition that is informed by western and modern understandings of text production and
ownership, consisting of two primary components: the idea of individual intellectual property
and a desire to deceive for some type of either personal or communal gain. Third, I explain why
this definition of plagiarism is actually unhelpful for evaluating Sribhiisana and his copying of
Subhacandra’s Pandavapurana. The label of plagiarist is so loaded with ethical condemnation
that, intentionally or not, it shuts down further vectors of inquiry and scholarship. By labelling
Sribhiisana a plagiarist we cut ourselves off from understanding fully his true textual project
and his methods for actualizing it. Finally, fourth, to demonstrate that text copying was not an
uncommon practice amongst early modern Digambara authors, I introduce an additional
example, that of Brahmacarin (Brahma) Jinadasa’s (15" c.) partial copying of Ravisena’s (7™

c.) Padmapurana, which tells the life story of the epic hero Rama.’

3> All proceeding Sanskrit translations are the author’s unless otherwise attributed.



2. Plagiarism in Pre-Modern South Asian Literary Theory

Concepts of textual similarity, borrowing, and, in particular, plagiarism (kavya-caura, in
Sanskrit), are not unknown to pre-modern South Asian thinkers, particularly Sanskrit literary
theorists. According to Sarkar (2013: 41): “Plagiarism [...] was highly distasteful in mediaeval
scholarly practice and etiquette - and poetry was considered a scholarly practice.” The poet
Bana (7" c.), in the introduction to his Harsacarita, condemns plagiarists in the harshest

language:

Innumerable are the poets to be found in each house that can write only plain
and matter of fact descriptions, like dogs (that are also numberless). By
modifying phrases or the words of other poets and hiding the distinctive signs of
authorship, a poet without being expressly declared to be so is revealed to be a
thief - a plagiarist in the midst of the good (Bana, Harsacarita 1: 5-6, quoted in
Kulkarni 1983a: 2).

Ramacandra, a noteworthy twelfth-century Jain playwright, commented in his
Kaumudimitranandanaripaka about what he saw as the prevalence of plagiarism by
contemporary poets: “Nowadays poets make their fame by plagiarizing the work of others.
What wise man today would have any faith in them?”’® Similarly, in the thirteenth century the
author Somes$varadeva skewered plagiarists in his Surathotsava.” Sarkar (2013: 40) translates

the relevant passage:

Someone claiming another’s poem as his own is recognized as a plagiarist. Upon
seeing a jewel in the hands of the unworthy, who on earth believes that it is his?
What merit accrues for a writer from composing a poem forged out of things
said by another, for, his livelihood derives from the learned, and ruined by
suspicions, he has no fame in this world (Somesvaradeva, Surathotsava 1. 39-
40).

Finally, in the seventeenth century Jagannatha Panditaraja commented about the unfortunate

possibility of ill-bred poets (jara-janmanah) stealing his work.®

¢ Quoted in Granoff 2009: 138. Interestingly, Granoff points out that Ramacandra actually self-plagiarized this
line, as an almost exact copy of it in his treatise on drama Natyadarpana.

" See Sarkar 2018 for a translation of the narrative portions of the Surathotsva.

8 Full Sanskrit in Devadhar 1954: 1.



As to the question of what actually constitutes plagiarism, Granoff (2009: 135) identifies
three pre-modern theorists as the primary contributors to emic discussions of defining the
concept, and the authors go to great lengths to “differentiate between outright plagiarism and
simple influence.” These theorists are Anandavardhana (9" c.) in his Dhvanyaloka, Rajasekhara
(880-920 CE) in his Kavyamimamsa, and Hemacandra (1088-1172 CE) in his Kavyanusasana.®
It is Rajaksekhara who provides the most detailed account of textual borrowing and plagiarism,
and, indeed, he has harsh words for plagiarists. In the Kavyamimamsa he writes that “while
other acts of theft by man are forgotten with the passage of time, in the case of the theft of
words [the offense] is not forgotten, even for two generations.”!'” In defining the limits of textual
borrowing, though, Rajasekhara first divides poetry into three primary groups: that which has
an identifiable source (anya-yoni); that which has an unknown source (nihnuta-yoni); and that
which has no source (ayoni). Further, building on Anandavardhana’s earlier work, Rajasekhara
details four types of narrative borrowing. The first two types fall into the anya-yoni category of
poetry. These are pratibimba-kalpa, or “borrowing that resembles a reflection,” and alekhya-
prakhya, “borrowing that is like a painting.” In the pratibimba-kalpa form of borrowing, the
exact wording of a poem may differ from its source, but the subject and content are identical.
In the alekhya-prakhya form, “the poet has somewhat refined the idea that he has taken from
another poet so that it appears different” (Granoff 2009: 140). For Rajasekhara, only the
pratibimba-kalpa form of borrowing is to be avoided by good poets; alekhya-prakhya copying
is acceptable.!

The additional two types of borrowing - tulya-dehi-tulya, or “like the resemblance
between two individuals who look alike,” and para-pura-pravesa, “like entering into the body
of another” - fall into the nihnuta-yoni category of poetry, and Rajasekhara particularly

approves of poets using the para-pura-pravesa form of borrowing.'> Of course, something in

® Hemacandra himself has been accused of committing plagiarism at worst, or “slavish imitation” at best, by De
1923: 203. Kulkarni 1983b: 153f. rejects this analysis.

19 pumsah kala-atipatena cauryamanyad visiryati | api putresu pautresu vak-caurye ca na iryati ||
Sanskrit quoted in Devadhar 1954: 1.

! Here, Rajasekhara differs from Anandavardhana, who also argues against the appropriateness of the dlekhya
form of borrowing.

12 tat para-pura-pravesa-pratimam kavyam sukavi-bhavyam ||
Sanskrit quoted from Granoff 2009: 140, n. 24. Rajasekhara further divides these four divisions of types of

borrowing into thirty-two total subgroups: four groups of eight each. For analysis of these subgroups, see Kulkarni
1983a: 8-12.



the ayoni category would, by definition, not be borrowed from another source.'* What is clear,
though, is that borrowing itself did not necessarily mean “plagiarism,” and Rajasekhara himself
confirms this fact: “To be classified as plagiarism [...] the words that are borrowed must be
‘ullekhavan,’ that is, they must have some special quality that distinguishes them as uniquely
poetic.”!*

Finally, theorists of Sanskrit literature were also keenly aware that mere similarity
between two works did not necessarily indicate textual borrowing. In his Dhvanyaloka,

Anandavardhana cautioned his readers about making such a rash claim:

Itis [...] quite natural that great poets very often echo the thoughts of others, but
this is not to say that they borrow, since it is possible to hit upon the same or

similar ideas quite independently, and great minds often think alike. '

We can also inquire as to what was at stake in being accused of plagiarism. Sarkar’s
(2013: 41) examination of an episode in which Somesvaradeva was accused of plagiarism by a

rival court poet, Harihara, highlights the twofold repercussions of such accusations:

According to the Jaina Rajasekharasiiri’s Prabandhakosa, Harihara,
[Somesvaradeva’s] court poet and rival, had once falsely accused
[Somesvaradeva] of stealing verses, his ego bruised since Somesvaradeva had
not honoured him on his arrival to the Vaghela court. Somes§varadeva was

publicly humiliated by this charge, unable to attend the palace. Later Harihara

13 Alongside his classification of types of borrowing, Rajasekhara provides a corresponding classification of types
of poets:

“The bhramaka poet deludes his audience into thinking that something old is new; the cumbaka
poet touches the subject matter of another poet, but with language that is original and lovely,
giving it a slightly new tinge; the karsaka poet draws into his own poem the subject of another
poem, and with some spark of originality situates that older subject firmly in his own work; the
dravaka totally melts the subject of an earlier poem down and makes it into something entirely
new so that it cannot be recognized any longer as what it once was” (Granoff 2009: 141).

For Rajasekhara, all four of these types of poets are laukika, “worldly.” Beyond this group, though, there exists a
fifth type of poet, a “super poet,” whose verses “are entirely his and have never been seen before, even by the
greatest of poets of olden days” (ib.). The super poet is alaukika, other-worldly; his or her poetry is inspired by
Sarasvati, the goddess of learning and aesthetics, herself (ib.).

14 Granoff 2014: 540.

15 Quoted in Devadhar 1954: 211.



retracted the accusation and SomeSvaradeva’s credibility was once again
restored. But it had been a serious matter throwing much at stake: on top of the
nearly irreparable loss intellectual reputation, Somes$varadeva had been at risk
of having his patronage severed, jeopardizing his position, networks, and future,
were he judged no better than a hack. After all, patrons of belles lettres would

have wished to promote only writers of original works, not worthless copies.

Thus, there are two interrelated effects of being accused - even falsely - of plagiarism, the one
reputational and the other material. In the terminology of Bourdieu, we might say that
accusations of plagiarism result in the loss of multiple different forms of capital: economic, due
to the loss of physical patronage, and cultural, in the questioning of the author’s poetic skills
and the subsequent loss of prestige.'® It is also important to note that these forms of capital exist
and are negotiated among specific actors, i.e. poets and literary theorists, with respect to specific
literary genres, in particular kavya (Sanskrit belles lettres), within a determined social domain,
principally the royal court and the systems of patronage that go along with it. None of these
factors are identical to the specific textual relationship currently under consideration; thus, even
these ideas of plagiarism are not necessarily directly applicable to understanding Sribhiisana,
his Pandavapurana, and his copying of Subhacandra’s work.'”

There is, then, a clear interest among pre-modern poetic theorists to classify the
phenomenon of literary similarity and, subsequently, the types of textual borrowing that either
were, or at least could be, actualized by poets. There also appears to be a tension between
discussion and theorization of plagiarism, on the one hand, and actual practices of poetic

composition, on the other:

Plagiarism in general was detestable and was deemed to show a lack of
originality on the part of the poet who indulged in such borrowing. It appears,
however [...] [that] Sanskrit poets were never prevented from gathering their
literary harvest wherever they could, and that ‘the notion of literary propriety’
did not much trouble their minds (Devadhar 1954: 212).

16 See Bourdieu 2011.

17 Indeed, unlike their Svetambara counterparts, Digambaras rarely seemed to have been participants in sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century court life, part of which included the composition of mahakavyas. See, for instance,
Dundas’s 2007: 53-72 discussion of the early-seventeenth-century Hirasaubhdagyamahdakavya by the Tapa Gaccha
author Devavimala.



Lienhard (1984: 43) provides similar analysis of the ideas of pre-modern literary theorists

towards the value of originality:

The question of whether a poem was original or not, in toto or in part, would not
have struck an Indian reader as an important one. Authors of literary texts were
quite accustomed to borrowing material, constructions, the treatment of
attributes, themes and other details from contemporary or earlier poets, neither
did they hesitate to make use of artistic ideas, devices or formulations they found

elsewhere.

Thus, though plagiarism existed at the theoretical level in pre-modern South Asian literary
circles, save for a few examples like that of Somesvaradeva described above'® there seems to
have been less concern about the actual practice of such poetic theft. Further, and this is
particularly important for the discussion at hand, in the broader world of Sanskrit literary theory
there existed certain stories that were open to use and reuse by any author. Such is the case with
the two great Indian epics, the Ramayana and the Mahabharata, both of which, according to
Ksemendra (11" ¢.) in his Kavikanthabharana, “belong to the world” (bhuvana-upajivya).'® As
the reader will remember, the narrative in question when discussing Sribhiisana qua plagiarist

is that of the Pandava brothers, that is, essentially the story of the Mahabharata.
3. History of Plagiarism in the West

While South Asian theories of plagiarism have existed for centuries, Jaini does not rely upon
such understandings of the concept when labelling Sribhiisana a plagiarist. He does not, for
instance, discuss any of the theorists examined above. Instead, the portrait painted in Jaini’s
account of Sribhiisana seems to be informed primarily by notions of literary originality and
ownership that are markedly western and modern. It is therefore important to understand the
history of the concept of plagiarism in western literary and social history before analysing the
relevance of its application to pre-modern Jain texts and their authors. First, Grossberg (2008:
160) points out that plagiarism “has never been and is not now a stable term.” The concept of
plagiarism has a history, and definitions and valuations of textual copying have changed and

evolved over time. Abraham (2019: 1-22) provides a comprehensive overview of that history

18 Even in that case, it appears that Harihara lies about Some$varadeva being a plagiarist. His motivation for
accusing Somes$varadeva does not primarily appear to be a moral one, but rather a monetary one that leads to his
own deception.

19 Devadhar 1954: 212.



of the concept of plagiarism. The word derives from the Latin plagiarius, which originally
referred to kidnappers, those who abducted children or slaves. The first-century Roman poet
Martial was the first to use the term with respect to literary theft, claiming that a fellow poet,
Fidentinus, was attempting to pass off Martial’s poems as his own. Forms of the word
“plagiarism” entered English parlance in the late-sixteenth century, though the specific forms
“plagiarism” and “plagiarist” emerged in the seventeenth (Abraham 2019: 5). It is not until the
eighteenth century that the value of literary originality rose to such prominence that it began to
be socially policed, usually by zealous journalists “who performed pre-electronic-era searches
to discover borrowings and concordances” (ib., p. 6). This practice did not come without
pushback from authors. Emerson, for instance, argued against the idea that any author could
truly be original (ib.).

Further, the idea of plagiarism as commonly thought of today, and as Jaini seems to
conceptualize it, is intimately linked with notions of personal intellectual property and the
desire for some sort of gain via deception. The idea of a relationship between intellectual
property and plagiarism emerged alongside the advent of copyright law in the early eighteenth
century which, in turn, was “founded on the concept of a unique individual who creates
something and is entitled to reap a profit from those labors” (Rose 1993: 2). Shaw (1982: 327)
focuses on an author’s attempt at deception as forming the heart of historical debates on
plagiarism: “Throughout history the act of using the work of another with an intent to deceive
has been branded as plagiarism.”? This focus on deception highlights the inherently ethical
nature of modern charges of plagiarism. Indeed, this dimension of plagiarism as being morally
transgressive is an inescapable quality of current discussions on the topic, as Grossberg (2008:

161) points out:

[Plagiarism] is considered theft, the act of stealing another’s words or ideas and
therefore one of the most serious of all academic crimes. It thus incurs a
proportionate condemnation, activating what, in another context, sociolegal
scholar Mona Lunch calls the “discourse of disgust” (530). By that she means
words that aim to shame, ostracize, and condemn violators with labels like thief

and fraud. Such shaming epithets pervade cases of plagiarism.

Thus, in applying modern ideas of plagiarism to pre-modern material, we not only read back an
action onto the past, but also a specific, modern motivation for that action and a seemingly

predetermined moral evaluation of that motivated action. We see this in Jaini’s depiction of

20 Emphasis in original.



Sribhiisana, whose integrity he questions and who, he says, suffers from the “unscrupulous
habit of altering works of historical importance” (Jaini 2000b: 364f.)

Of course, this newly emergent idea of literary ownership and thus, plagiarism, replaced
an earlier model of thinking about textual relationships and borrowing. Shaw (1982: 327)
argues that “[i]n the ancient world and through the neoclassical period of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, imitation was admittedly the prescribed mode of composition.” McLeod
(1992: 12) builds on this idea: “The very notion of being able to ‘own’ words or ideas is after
all a relatively recent one. Classical notions of art involved mimesis, or imitation: originality
was not valued, nor was the individual artist; writers borrowed freely from one another.” This
reflects what we have already discussed with respect to pre-modern South Asian authors’ ideas
about literary originality. Lindey (1952: 66) argues that “writers of antiquity deemed innovation
hazardous, and imitation both necessary and laudable.” Further, in medieval Europe there was
little distinction between the ownership of ideas and the words used to express them and the
ownership of physical texts: “The older, medieval view of literary propriety was that whoever
owned a manuscript could do what he or she liked with it. If a bookseller purchased a
manuscript from an author, then that bookseller could print it, burn it, cut it into pieces, rewrite
it, or sell it to a competitor” (Abraham 2019: 8). To again return to the case at hand, if we set
aside our modern conceptions of intellectual property and think more in line with earlier models
of literary creation and dissemination as discussed here, Sribhiisana no longer appears as an
immoral, deceptive villain. Rather, he strikes us merely as an active participant in the literary

world in which he flourished.
4. Plagiarism as Unhelpful for Understanding Sribhﬁsana

There is much at stake in labelling someone a plagiarist because an important, if not always
intentional, consequence of the act is that subsequent productive inquiry and conversation are
halted: to label a person as fraudulent and unethical is also to label their work as lacking value
and unworthy of study. Upon labelling Sribhiisana a plagiarist, any attempt at further analysis
is basically abandoned: Jaini treats the nearly 800 of Sribhiisana’s original verses as fruit of the
poisonous tree that therefore do not merit attention. Similarly, the introduction to Sribhiisana’s
text, which is where Jaini admits much of Sﬁbhﬁsar_la’s originality can be found, need not be
examined. Jaini (2000b: 372) reaffirms the fact that he sees Sribhiisana as unworthy of further
study when he calls Sribhiisana’s Pandavapurana a “fruitless endeavour.” Sribhiisana has been
found out, his “deception” brought to light for all to see and condemn. There is further evidence
of the impact that Jaini’s labelling Sribhiisana a plagiarist has had on subsequent scholarly
engagement with Jain Pandava narratives. In her 2008 “The Jain Harivamsa and Mahabharata

Tradition: A Preliminary Study,” De Clercq refers to Sribhiisana only twice, both times

9



reiterating Jaini’s evaluation of him as a plagiarist.?! It is this reaction to the label of plagiarism
- its inherent ability to shut down trajectories of further inquiry - that is problematic. Labels,
especially those we place upon figures of the past, involve hermeneutic choices that in turn
influence future generations of scholarship.

The concepts outlined above that inform modern western understandings of intellectual
property and, thus, plagiarism are not productive in examining a pre-modern Jain literary and
socio-theological ethos. We can take first the concept of personal intellectual property, again
linked to the advent of copyright law. Thinking about this with pre-modern Digambara Jain
textual composition seems obviously inapplicable, as copyright did not exist in seventeenth-
century South Asia and, even more broadly, neither did the idea of a religious narrative
belonging to the individual who wrote it down. This is particularly true in the context of Jain
puranic works, which generally begin with the frame story of a dialogue between King Srenika
- a prominent figure in much of Jain narrative literature - and the Jina Mahavira and his primary
disciple (ganadhara), Gautama. During the dialogue, the king - racked with doubt because he
has heard so many different and conflicting versions of any particular tale - asks the men to
narrate definitively the story of whomever the purana is about. Gautama agrees to the king’s
request, and narrates the story, ensuring the king that he has learned the truth directly from the
Jina himself. In Subhacandra’s Pandavapurana,? then, Srenika says that he “desires to hear the
story of the Pandavas, who arose in the Kuru lineage.” He then describes hearing the story of
the Pandava brothers as told by members of other faiths and gives a brief account the narrative,
essentially as laid out in the Mahabharata. Srenika asks a series of questions about this account:
was Vyasa really born from Santanu and Yojanagandha, and did he then go on to sire
Dhrtarastra, Pandu, and Vidura? Is the story of Gandhari’s pregnancy true, or that of Pandu’s
curse, for that matter? Were all of the Pandava brothers really fathered by different gods? In
response, Gautama exclaims that Srenika has asked excellent questions, which he will now
answer, thus beginning the narrative proper.* Since the narrative that follows is the word of the
omniscient Jina, later authors of any subsequent work have only a tangential claim to its content,
certainly not a singular or authoritative claim. The very act of writing down the narrative is

always, then, a retelling.

21 Specifically, the first occurrence is on page 400, footnote 5. The second instance is on page 414, under the
heading “10. Subhacandra’s Pandavapurana (AD 1552).”

22 Subhacandra’s Pandavapurana 1I: 26¢d:
caritam Srotumicchami pandavanam kuru-udbhfa]vam |

2 Subhacandra, Pandavapurana, 11: 102.
sadhu sadhu tvaya prstam Srenika Sruti-kovida | vyakhyasyami ksitau khyatam yat-prstam tat-samdasatah ||

10



Jaini (2000b: 365) too gestures towards the fact that one’s telling of a puranic story is
not truly one’s own when he remarks that: “The modesty of the Jaina mendicant authors is well
known even to this day - their names appear at the end of a long list of the teachers in their
lineage.”?* While “modesty” is perhaps an imprecise term here,> there is an indebtedness to
previous teachers and authors that is important in these lists. Subhacandra, for instance, writes
that while the story of the Pandavas originated, of course, with Mahavira, who then related it to
Gautama, it had been passed down through a long lineage of great renunciants before reaching
him. This includes the list of Srutakevalins® traditionally acknowledged by Digambara
tradition: Visnumuni, Nandimuni, Aparajitamuni, Govardhanamuni, and Bhadrabahumuni.?” It
also includes especially famous Digambara dcaryas, thinkers, and authors, including
Kundakunda, the credited founder of the Milasangha,? and the great purana authors Jinasena

and Gunabhadra® (Jaini 2000b: 365). As numerous scholars have pointed out,** demonstrating

24 Even compared to this general rule with respect to Jain authors, Subhacandra, Jaini 2000b: 365 argues, is a
paragon of such modesty:

“But what is noteworthy about Subhacandra is that at the end of each sarga he acknowledges the
assistance he received from his disciple Brahma Sripala, and advanced lay disciple (varni). At
the end of the work, while concluding his own prasasti, he lavishes high praise on this Brahma
Sripala, calling him a great holy man, a brilliant scholar and a logician, who had revised the
entire text of the Pandavapurana, and had transcribed it in the form of a book [...] Subhacandra’s
case seems to be unique, for he chose to acknowledge publicly and repeatedly the assistance
received from his junior, lay disciple.”

2 There is a debate among western philosophers as to whether modesty, in the way that Jaini seems to use the term
here, should be considered a virtue at all. See, for instance, Ben-Ze’ew 1993, Schueler 1997, 1999, Nuyen 1998,
Driver 1999, Ridge 2000.

% Literally, “those with complete knowledgeable of the scriptures.” Fujinaga 2007: 3 defines the term as those
who are “perfect masters of scripture.” According to Wiley 2012: 169, the srutakevalin “has an intellect with the
special power of knowing the fourteen Purvas in their entirety.”

27 Subhacandra I: 39-40 refers to the srutakevalins as uttara-uttara-kartd, or “creators by succession.” They are
one removed from Gautama, who is the uttara-karta, or “later/second creator,” who in turn is one removed from
the Jina, who is the mitla-karta, or “principal creator.”

28 Virtually nothing concrete is known about Kundakunda’s life, and there is evidence that not all of the sixteen
works attributed to him were authored by the same person or at the same time. Traditionally, Kundakunda has
been dated to the second or third century CE, though Dundas 2002: 107f., following Dhaky 1991, seems to
subscribe to a much later date of somewhere around 750 CE.

¥ Jinasena (9th century) served in the court of the Rastrakiita emperor Amoghavarsa I and is best known as the
author of the Adipurana. He is also the author of the Parsvabhyudaya and completed the Jayadhavala, a
commentary begun by his guru, Virasena, on the second-century BCE Kasayapahuda. Gunabhadra was Jinasena’s
pupil and literary successor. He composed the Uttarapurana. For more on Jinasena, see Clines 2017.

30 See, for instance, Cort 1995 and Dundas 2007.
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proper and unbroken mendicant lineage is an important aspect of inter-sectarian argumentation
more broadly. In many cases, one leaves oneself open to attack not simply from what one says
- the content of a narrative or argument - but also because of being perceived as unqualified to

say 1t on account of an illegitimate or broken lineage. According to Cort (1995: 480f.):

For the Jain monks, as with most (if not all) mendicant traditions in South Asia,
the purity and authenticity of one’s lineage is crucial, for it is the only means of
authenticating one’s mendicant initiation [...] By the same token, a strategy in
many intersectarian struggles has been to voice doubts as to the validity of a rival
monk’s lineage and therefore initiation; if a monk’s lineage is spurious, his
initiation is therefore invalid, and he has no authority to speak on religious

matters.

Dundas (2007: 21) argues that not only might lineage genealogies “be proffered to those
otherwise disinclined to accept the credentials of an individual or group,” but also that they
work in part by a mechanism of exclusion, by “largely omitting mention of members of rival
sectarian groups.” The textual performance of proper lineage history, then, is not merely an
example of modesty, an act of deference to one’s own teachers, but also an important way of
claiming authority to speak in the first place and, in the process, erasing the claim of one’s rival.

The second concept inherent in plagiarism as Jaini understands it is that of intended
deception for some sort of gain. We can examine the second half of this proposition first: did
Sribhiisana have anything to gain from copying Subhacandra’s text? Jaini postulates two areas
of possible gain: personal and sectarian. He touches upon the former only briefly, pondering
whether, “in the case of Sribhiisana, one must ask the question if he was inspired more by a
personal ambition to exhibit skilfulness as a poet” (Jaini 2000b: 365). He also remarks that the
nearly 800 original verses in Sribhiisana, “suggest a strategy to convey his superior skill in
verse-making [...] over his rival Subhacandra” (@ib., 371). Thus, perhaps the combination of
Sribhiisana’s copied verses and his original verses actually serve to highlight his being a better
poet than Subhacandra. Sribhiisana’s personal interest here, and the possible individual gain, is
based in being recognized as a superior poet.

While this is a possibility, Jaini discusses the likelihood of sectarian competition and
benefit in greater detail. Perhaps, Jaini argues, Sribhiisana was impelled by “a sectarian spirit
[...] to match his Kasthasangha lineage with that of the rival Miulasangha, which had a
Pandavapurana of its own, composed by a recent author who also happened to be a bhattaraka

in a neighbouring state, and thus a rival for the patronage of the Jaina laity” (Jaini 2000b: 372).
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As touched on above, there is a long history of animosity between the Miilasangha and
the Kasthasangha, and history characterizes the Kasthasangha as perpetually trying to play
catch-up with the more dominant Milasangha.®' With this history in mind, it is certainly within
the realm of possibility that Sribhiisana’s copying of Subhacandra’s text was part of a long
history of animosity between the two lineages, and that an interest in either personal or sectarian
gain on the part of Sribhiisana is completely plausible. Indeed, the two need not be mutually
exclusive and in fact would probably go hand-in-hand: personal renown is likely associated
with support of and contributions towards the sustenance and growth of the lineage. The short
answer, then, to whether or not there was something to gain - either personal or collectively for
his Kasthasangha lineage - for Sribhiisana in copying Subhacandra’s text is yes, there certainly
was.

What is left, though, is whether or not Sribhiisana thought that that advantage, either
personal or sectarian, depended on deception to bear fruit. On the one hand, Sribhiisana never
mentions Subhacandra in his text, unsurprising given the tense relationships between the
authors’ lineages. Jaini also points out that Sribhiisana changes the first and last verses of every
sarga and, of course, adds verses of his own. All of this Jaini interprets as Sribhiisana attempting
to hide his plagiarism: “This would appear to be the extent of Sribhiisana’s originality; he
probably thought that by changing the first and last verses of each sarga and by adding here
and there several verses of his own, he could cover up his act of plagiarism” (Jaini 2000b: 371).
Questions that follow are: whom is Sribhiisana trying to deceive by covering up this
“plagiarism,” and would changing two-or-so lines from each chapter, and adding verses
throughout the text, accomplish that?

Pre-empting these questions, Jaini associates the technology of text production with
sectarian competition over lay patronage; “having” a Pandavapurana made a monastic
community more attractive to the laity, thus encouraging them to patronize that sarigha at the
expense of others. Why this may be the case is left largely unexplained, but this trajectory of
thinking assumes, I think, a pre-modern lay interest in text production itself: perhaps the laity
liked best the lineage that produced the largest number of texts. This straightforward equating
of text production and lay patronage,* though, not only sets up a view of the laity as being

extraordinarily fickle, switching their patronage between lineages based on which one

31 Dundas 2002: 121 describes the Milsangha as exerting “the dominant and most longstanding influence in the
Digambara ascetic community.” The Kasthasangha, which traces its history back to a seventh-century ascetic
named Kumarasena, had since at least the tenth century been a target of Mulasangha criticism.

32 See Chojnacki and Leclere 2018 for an overview of historical trends in Jain patronage practices. In that volume,

Fliigel 2018 importantly speaks of the challenges to understanding “patronage” specifically as one of many
possible forms of material support for religious individuals and communities in pre-modern South Asia.
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disseminates the greatest number of texts, but it also ignores the fact that many bhattaraka
institutions during the late-medieval and early-modern periods were linked with specific,
regional caste communities and that the bhattarakas, by virtue of their not being the classical
Digambara peripatetic munis, actually put down roots in local communities. It is also possible
that Jaini is equating text production with the use of texts in monastic sermons. We know, for
instance, that mendicants oftentimes used - and continue to use - puranic narratives as the basis
for such sermons to the laity, but we can ask whether or not that would require each sarigha to
“have” its own version of each story. Part of the reason, after all, that Ksemendra labelled the
Ramayana and Mahabharata as “belonging to the world” is because of their ubiquity in the
South Asian religious landscape. Finally, Jaini never argues why or to what extent a lay
community might value or demand originality as a quality of the texts produced by mendicants.
In all, then, the relationship that Jaini sets up between monastic communities, the laity, and
textual production is a murky one.

In place of making a direct link between text production and lay patronage, I propose
that Sribhiisana’s project of textual copying was meant to circulate among and between
members of different Digambara monastic sarighas themselves. Further, far from wanting to
deceive people into thinking him to be an original poet, Sribhiisana wanted members of the
Miilasangha to know what he had done, that he was appropriating Subhacandra’s narrative into
his own lineage and thus making the claim that his lineage alone was qualified to narrate the
story of the Pandava brothers in the first place. In Sribhiisana’s mind, Subhacandra’s story
might have been factually correct; but being a member of the heretical Mulasangha disqualified
him from relating it correctly. Sribhiisana’s project is not to deceive; rather, it is a public
declaration about the primacy of his own lineage vis-a-vis the rival Mulasangha. This analysis
is bolstered by the fact that Sribhiisana is his most original in the first chapter of the work,
where he offers laudatory verses to earlier Kasthasangha leaders, a fact which Jaini himself

points out:

[T]he only occasion where [Sribhiisana’s] recast version differs significantly
from the original text [...] appears in the beginning portion of the first sarga.
Here the omission of the name of the venerable Acarya Kundakunda, the founder
of the Miulasangha is conspicuous by its absence. Instead, we have a long list of
lesser known celebrities of the Kasthasangha, so unceremoniously ignored by
the authors of the Miulasangha, e.g. Ramasena, Dharmasena, Vimalasena,
Visvasena, Visalakirti, and last but not least, Vidyabhusana, the preceptor and
immediate predecessor of bhattaraka Sribhiisana himself (Jaini 2000b: 372f.).
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5. Digambara Text Copying in Early Modern North India

We can look for additional examples of pre-modern Digambara text copying to test the theory
that it was, in fact, a valid form of argumentation. As mentioned earlier, we see another such
example in the fifteenth-century Sanskrit Padmapurana of Brahma Jinadasa.* His text - which
tells a Digambara version of the story of the epic prince Rama* - is largely indebted to
Ravisena’s seventh-century Sanskrit text of the same name.* We know this for two reasons.
First, the two opening verses of each text - which establish a beautiful image of Indra

worshipping at the feet of Lord Mahavira - are identical:

I bow to Mahavira, the auspiciousness of the three worlds; who is the ultimate
cause of accomplishment; who is himself accomplished; who has fulfilled the
most auspicious goal of life; who teaches proper conduct, knowledge, and
viewpoint; and whose lustrous feet, the rays of light emanating from which
resemble radiant lotus filaments, are touched by the crown of Indra (Ravisena,

Padmapurana, 1: 1-2 and Jinadasa, Padmapurana, 1: 1-2).%

The verses are themselves poetically impressive, and Jinadasa certainly lifted them from
Ravisena’s text in order to begin his own. This is an intentional signal to any qualified reader
well versed in the tradition of Digambara puranic composition, that Jinadasa is placing himself
in a direct relationship with Ravisena, thus positioning himself as an inheritor of sorts of
Ravisena’s work. The second reason we know that Jinadasa copied Ravisena is that he tells us
that it is the case. In the sixty-third verse of his introduction, Jinadasa begins a series of praise
verses describing Ravisena, and explains that, having acquired the complete knowledge of all
the previous acaryas through whom the story of Rama came down, Ravisena “made” or
“created” (cakre, from the Sanskrit verbal root kr) that story. This creation that Jinadasa
discusses is a specific object, a physical text. All of the previous dcaryas that Jinadasa described

simply “tell” the story; only Ravisena “makes” it. And indeed, it is that object, that text, that

3% For more on Brahma Jinadasa, see Ramvaka 1980, Kasalivala 1967: 22-39, and Clines 2018.

3 “Padma” is a common name for Rama in Jain literature.

35 All references to Ravisena are from the three-volume edition edited by Pannalal Jain 1958-59. Jinadasa’s works
are all as yet unedited and unpublished. The manuscript of the Padmapurana - also called Ramacaritra - referenced

here, vestan number 4155, dated to 1855 CE, is housed in the Amer Sastra Bhandara in Jaipur.

3 siddham sampiirna-bhavya-artham siddeh karanamuttamam | prasasta-darsana-jiiana-caritra-pratipadinam |
surendra-mukuta-aslista-pada-padma-amsu-kesaram | pranamami mahaviram loka-tritaya-marigalam |
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Jinadasa eventually admits to working from, saying: “And having received [prapya] the work
consisting of his [Ravisena’s] words, here, I make this treatise clear with an introduction so that
people will know it” (Jinadasa, Padmapurana 1. 64).

I argued previously?’ that this attempt at “clarifying” Ravisena’s earlier Padmapurana
is the specific textual project that Jinadasa sets out for himself. In the same article I also
demonstrated what such clarity looks like to Jinadasa at the textual level and the mechanisms
by which Jinadasa goes about achieving that clarity. The product of this act of clarification is a
streamlined version of the Padmapurana in which the vast majority of complex poetic
descriptions and complex theological discussions have been excised.*® Here, I want to be direct:
copying large portions of Ravisena’s earlier Padmapurana was a necessary part of Jinadasa’s
textual project. He could not have written his Padmapurana without relying on Ravisena’s.
One example will suffice in demonstrating this. Below is a passage from the introductory
chapter of Ravisena’s Padmapurana. The excerpt is a set of similes describing the excitement

of telling the story of Rama.

As deer go along the path that has been completely trampled down by rutting
elephants; as soldiers, facing a great army, enter into battle. As people happily
behold riches illuminated by the sun; as a thread enters a gem that has been bored
by a diamond. My mind, directed by devotion, is eager to question the story of
the actions of Rama, which has come down through the lineage of wise men

(Ravisena, Padmapurana, 1: 19-21).%

We can now compare Jinadasa’s version of the same episode.

As on earth deer go along happily on trails trampled down by noble elephants;
or as soldiers, facing great warriors, enter into battle. As a man happily sees
riches illuminated by the sun; or as a string enters into a gem bored by a diamond.

My mind is impelled to tell the auspicious story of Rama, which has come down

37 Clines 2019.

38 Other scholars have demonstrated that this move towards writing less ornate versions of earlier texts is a common
phenomenon in the realm of early modern religious literature in Sanskrit. See, for instance, Bangha 2014,
Chojnacki 2018a and 2018b, and De Clercq 2014.

¥ martta-varana-samksunne vrajanti harinan pathi | pravisanti bhata yuddham mahabhata-puras-sarah ||

bhasvata bhasitanarthan sukhenalokate janah | siicimukha-vinirbhinnam manim visati sitrakam ||
budha-pankti-kramayatam caritam rama-gocaram | bhaktya pranodita buddhih prastum mama samudyata ||
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through the lineage of knowledgeable people, with complete devotion and for

the sake of creating happiness (Jinadasa, Padmapurana, I: 16-18).%°

There are both parallels and differences between these two versions of the same set of
similes. With regard to similarity, and speaking most broadly, the logic, order, and general
meaning of the similes in Jinadasa’s version are drawn directly from Ravisena’s. There is also,
in some cases, a closer and more nuanced alignment of word choice. In the first half of the first
verse, Jinadasa directly imports ksunna, meaning “beaten” or “trodden down,” from Ravisena’s
text. In the second half of the verse, Jinadasa incorporates bhata, “soldier,” twice, and
pravisanti, the verb “to enter,” into his work. There are also, though, clear differences between
the verses. Jinadasa’s language is consistently simpler than Ravisena’s, for instance. Take, for
example, Jinadasa’s straightforward compound gajendra-ksunna-marge, meaning “on the path
trampled by noble elephants.” Mdarga is a common word for “path;” ksunna, as we have already
discussed, means “trampled;” and gajendra (gaja + indra) is a familiar compound here
meaning “noble elephants.” Ravisena’s corresponding verse is more complicated. It begins with
an independent word in the locative case for “path,” panthi, which is paired with an agreeing
compound that literally translates to “completely trampled (samksunna) by rutting elephants
(matta-varana).” Ravisena’s addition of the affix sam to the verbal root ksud adds a sense of
completeness or totality to the action of the elephants’ trampling. Adding to this is the fact that
Ravisena’s elephants are driven mad with aggression by being in rut (matta). This aspect is
absent from Jinadasa’s verse. The fact that Jinadasa simplifies his predecessor’s language is
unsurprising. Jinadasa does this consistently with Ravisena’s language; simplification at the
level of language is one of the primary strategies Jinadasa employs to achieve his stated textual
project of “clarity.” What should be clear from the above example, though, is that Jinadasa
needed to copy from Ravisena’s earlier text in order to achieve his own literary goal, and he
wanted people to know about his textual project in relation to his predecessor’s text. For
Jinadasa, as with Sribhiisana, text copying serves to highlight and announce textual difference
and its social importance.

This is, of course, not to say that Jinadasa’s case is identical to Sribhiisana’s. Jinadasa
admits that he is working from Ravisena’s text; he ‘“cites” Ravisena in a way that - as already
discussed - Sribhiisana does not do with Subhacandra. Historically, of course, there is also the
fact that between Ravisena and Jinadasa lies a span of some 700 years, while between

Sribhiisana and Subhacandra there is only fifty years. Related to this is that there is no animosity

0 eajendra-ksunna-marge aho mrgah yanti sukhena va | subhata-agra-sarah ninam pravisanti bhatah ranam |
sarya-samdarsitanarthan janah pasyati saukhyatah | hira-utkirne manau sitram yatha visati bhiitale |
vida-Sreni-kramayatam ramasya caritam Subham | tabhaktya prerita kartum buddhirme sukha-hetave ||
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between Ravisena and Jinadasa, no sectarian rivalry like in the case of Sribhisana and
Subhacandra. The differences are recognizable and inescapable, but the very phenomenon of
text copying is similar, and both serve to highlight a relationship between the two texts and
their respective authors in order to make some further claim. The impetus behind each of our
examples constitutes two sides of the same coin. On the one hand, we can understand
Sribhiisana copying Subhacandra’s as his making a public claim about the supremacy of his
own lineage over that of his rival. Sribhiisana challenges Subhacandra’s very legitimacy to
narrate the story of the Pandavas by using his own words against both him and his larger
monastic lineage. On the other hand, Jinadasa copies the words of Ravisena - a universally
admired Digambara poet - in an attempt to portray himself as the proper inheritor of the Rama
story, which, of course, is traced back to the mouths of Gautama and Mahavira. In copying the
texts of their predecessors, both Subhacandra and Jinadasa are thus making arguments about
lineage and about authority to speak. As Jonathan Z. Smith (2000) points out, making sense of
difference is the interesting part of any comparative project; it is through interrogating the
differences between two similar exempla that important information can be gleaned. With this
idea in mind, and setting aside our own ethical evaluations of Sribhiisana’s textual copying,
new and dynamic questions emerge from a comparative reading of sectarian Pandavapuranas.
What more might an analysis Sribhiisana’s original verses reveal to a reader, both about
Digambara sectarian relationships and the religious landscape of pre-modern South Asia, writ
large? What topical trends might a reader identify in what the two authors discuss? What aspects
of the narrative might they highlight or gloss over? How might language be used differently
and what might that signify? While directly answering these questions is outside the scope of
the current article, I am confident in arguing that in the context of pre-modern Jain textual
composition and dissemination, recognizing that the majority of a text is copied highlights the
importance of even limited areas of textual difference. What I have hoped to demonstrate here
is that we can access these questions only if we set aside from our interpretive toolbox our
modern, western concept of plagiarism, so replete with connotations of ethical failure, and take

seriously the roll of textual copying as a form of argumentation.
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Primary Sources

Padmapurana of Brahmacarin Jinadasa. Manuscript dated 1855 CE. From the Amer Sastra

Bhandara, Jaipur, vestan number 4155.

Padmapurana of Ravisenacarya. See Jain 1958-1959.

18



Pandavapurana of Subhacandracarya. See Sastri 1954,
Secondary Sources

Abraham, Adam. Plagiarizing the Victorian Novel: Imitation, Parody, Aftertext. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2019.

Bangha, Imre. “Early Hindi Epic Poetry in Gwalior.” After Timur Left: Culture and Circulation
in Fifteenth-Century North India. Eds. Francesca Orsini & Samira Sheikh, 365-402. New Delhi:
Oxford University Press, 2014.

Ben-Ze’ew, Aaron. “The Virtue of Modesty.” American Philosophical Quarterly 30, 3 (1993)
235-246.

Bourdieu, Pierre. “The Forms of Capital.” The Sociology of Economic Life. 3" Edition. Eds.
Mark Granovetter & Richard Swedberg, 78-92. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, (1992) 2011.

Chojnacki, Christine. “On the Genre of Jain Epitomes in the Thirteenth Century.”
Uddyotanasiri’s Kuvalayamala. Volume 2. Translated from Prakrit into French by Christine
Chojnacki, from French into English by Alexander Reynolds, and extensively revised by
Christine Chojnacki. Edited by Christine Chojnacki and Hampa Nagarajaiah., 1177-1211.
Bangalore: Sapna Book House, 2018a.

Chojnacki, Christine. “Summarizing or Adapting the Great Indian Epic? Jain Mahabharata’s
Epitomes from the Thirteenth Century.” Gift of Knowledge: Patterns of Patronage in Jainism.

Eds. Christine Chojnacki & Basile Leclere, 165-195. Bangalore: Sapna Book House, 2018b.

Chojnacki, Christine & Basile Leclere (eds.). Gift of Knowledge: Patterns of Patronage in
Jainism. Bangalore: Sapna Book House, 2018.

Clines, Gregory M. “Jinasena.” Encyclopedia of Indian Religions (Buddhism and Jainism). Eds.
K.T.S Sarao & Jeffery D. Long, 591-593. Dordrecht: Springer, 2017.

Clines, Gregory M. “The Lotus’ New Bloom: Literary Innovation in Early Modern North
India.” Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA, USA, 2018.

19



Clines, Gregory M. “So that it Might Become Clear: The Methods and Purpose of Narrative
Condensation in Early Modern Jain Puranas.” Religions 10, 6 (2019) 355-373.

Cort, John E. “Genres of Jain History.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 23, 4 (1995) 469-506.

De, Sushil Kumar. Studies in the History of Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. 1. London: Luzac & Co.,
1923.

De Clercq, Eva. “The Jaina Harivamsa and Mahabharata Tradition: A Preliminary Study.”
Parallels and Comparison in the Sanskrit Epics. Ed. Petteri Koskikallio, 399-421. Zagreb:
Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts, 2008.

De Clercq, Eva. “Apabhramsa as a Literary Medium in Fifteenth-Century North India.” After
Timur Left: Culture and Circulation in Fifteenth-Century North India. Eds. Francesca Orsini

& Samira Sheikh, 340-365. New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2014.

Devadhar, C.R. “Plagiarism - It’s Varieties and Limits.” Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute 35, 1 (1954) 210-218.

Dhaky, M.A. “The Date of Kundakundacarya.” Aspects of Jainology Vol. 1l1l Pt. Dalsukhbhai
Malvania Felicitation Volume 1. Eds. M.A. Dhaky & S. Jain, 187-206. Varanasi: P.V. Research
Institute, 1991.

Driver, Julia. “Modesty and Ignorance.” Ethics 109, 4 (1999) 827-834.

Dundas, Paul. The Jains. 2" Revised Edition. London: Routledge, (1992) 2002.

Dundas, Paul. History, Scripture and Controversy in a Medieval Jain Sect. London: Routledge,
2007.

Fliigel, Peter. “Jaina-Prosopography II: ‘Patronage’ in Jaina Epigraphic and Manuscript
Catalogues.” Gift of Knowledge: Patterns of Patronage in Jainism. Eds. Christine Chojnacki &

Basile Leclere, 373-446, Bangalore: Sapna Book House, 2018.

Fujinaga, Sin. “Digambara Attitudes to the Svetambara Canon.” International Journal of Jaina
Studies (Online) 3, 5 (2007) 1-11.

20



Granoff, Phyllis. “The Alchemy of Poetry: Poetic Borrowing and the Transmission of Texts.”
Ecrire et transmettre en Inde Classique. Eds. Gérard Colas & Gerdi Gerschheimer, 135-146.

Paris: Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-Orient, 2009.

Granoff, Phyllis. “Putting the Polish on the Poet’s Efforts: Reading the Karnasundat as a
Reflection on Poetic Creativity.” Innovations and Turning Points: Towards a History of Kavya
Literature. Eds. Yigal Bronner, David Shulman, & Gary Tubb, 525-549. New Delhi: Oxford
University Press, 2014.

Grossberg, Michael. “History and the Disciplining of Plagiarism.” Originality, Imitation, and
Plagiarism: Teaching Writing in the Digital Age. Eds. Caroline Esiner & Martha Vicinus, 159-
172. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2008.

Hawley, John S. “Author and Authority in the Bhakti Poetry of North India.” The Journal of
Asian Studies 47, 2 (1988) 269-290.

Jain, Pannalal (ed. & trans.). Ravisenacarya’s Padmapurana [ Padmacharita]. 3 Volumes. New
Delhi: Bharatiya Jhanapitha, 1958-1959 (Murtidevi Jaina Granthamala 21, 24, 26).

Jaini, Padmanabh S. Gender and Salvation: Jaina Debates on the Spiritual Liberation of

Women. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991.

Jaini, Padmanabh S. “The Jainas and the Western Scholar.” Collected Papers on Jaina Studies.
Ed. Padmanabh S. Jaini, 23-36. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 2000a.

Jaini, Padmanabh S. “Bhattaraka Sribhiisana’s Pandava-Purdana: A Case of Jain Sectarian
Plagiarism.” Collected Papers on Jaina Studies. Ed. Padmanabh S. Jaini, 363-374. Delhi:

Motilal Banarsidass, 2000b.

Joharapiirakara, Vidyadhara P. Bhattaraka Sampradaya. Prakasaka: Gulabacand Hiracand
Dosi. Solapura: Jaina Samskrti Samraksaka Samgha, 1958.

Kasalivala, Kastiiracanda. Rdajasthan ke Jaina Sant: Vyaktitva evam Krtitva. Jayapura:

Digambara Jaina Atisaya Ksetra Sri Mahaviraji, 1967.

21



Kulkarni, Vaman Mahadeo. “Sanskrit Writers on Plagiarism.” Studies in Sanskrit Sahitya-
Sastra (A Collection of Selected Papers Relating to Sanskrit Poetics and Aesthetics). Ed. V.M.
Kulkarni, 1-18. Patan: B.L. Institute of Indology, 1983a.

Kulkarni, Vaman Mahadeo. “The Sources of Hemacandra’s Kavyanusasana.” Studies in
Sanskrit Sahitya-Sastra (A Collection of Selected Papers Relating to Sanskrit Poetics and

Aesthetics). Ed. V.M. Kulkarni, 149-154. Patan: B.L. Institute of Indology, 1983b.

Lienhard, Siegfried. A History of Classical Literature: Sanskrit, Pali, Prakrit. Wiesbaden: Otto

Harrassowitz, 1984.

Lindey, Alexander. Plagiarism and Originality. New York: Harper and Brothers Publishing,
1952.

Marrewa-Karwoski, Christine. “Paradoxical Authorship: Tracing Authority in the
Gorakhbani.” Acta Poetica 33,2 (2012) 167-180.

McLeod, Susan H. “Responding to Plagiarism: The Role of the WPA.” WPA: Writing Program
Administration 15, 3 (1992) 7-16.

Novetzke, Christian Lee. “Divining an Author: The Idea of Authorship in an Indian Religions
Tradition.” History of Religions 42, 3 (2003) 213-242.

Nuyen, A.T. “Just Modesty.” American Philosophical Quarterly 35, 1 (1998) 101-109.
Premi, Nathtirama. Jain Sahitya aur Itihasa. Bombay: Hindi Granth Ratnakara, 1956.

Ramvaka, Premacanda. Mahakavi Brahma Jinadasa: Vyaktitva evam Krtitva. Jayapura:
Mahavira Grantha Akadami, 1980.

Ridge, Michael. “Modesty as a Virtue.” American Philosophical Quarterly 37, 3 (2000) 269-
283.

Rose, Mark. Authors and Owners: The Invention of Copyright. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1993.

22



Sarkar, Bihani. “What Makes a Good Poet According to SomeS$varadeva: Poetic Merit, Demerit
and the Ethics of Poetry in the Surothatsava and the Kirtikaumudi.” Acta Orientalia Academiae
Scientiarum Hungaricae 66, 1 (2013) 25-45.

Sarkar, Bihani. “The Tale of King Suratha and its Literary Reception: Texts and Translations

from the Surathotsava and the Durgavilasa.” Asian Literature and Translations 5, 1 (2018)
146-266.

Sastr, Jinadasa Par§vanatha (ed.). Sri-Subhacandracarya Viracitam Pandava-Puranam
[Jainacaritavisayakah Samskrtapadya-granthah]. Solapira: Jaina-Samskrti-Samraksaka-
Sangha, 1954 (Jivaraja Jaina Granthamala 3).

Schueler, G.F. “Why Modesty is a Virtue.” Ethics 107, 3 (1997) 467-485.

Schueler, G.F. “Why IS Modesty a Virtue?” Ethics 109, 4 (1999) 835-841.

Shaw, Peter. “Plagiary.” The American Scholar 51, 3 (1982) 325-327.

Smith, Jonathan Z. “The ‘End’ of Comparison: Redescription and Rectification.” A Magic Still
Dwells: Comparative Religion in the Postmodern Age. Eds. Kimberley C. Patton & Benjamin
Ray, 237-242. Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000.

Tubb, Gary. “Hemacandra and Sanskrit Poetics.” Open Boundaries: Jain Communities and
Cultures in Indian History. Ed. John E. Cort, 53-66. Albany: State University of New York
Press, 1998.

Wiley, Kristi L. “Supernatural Powers and Their Attainment in Jainism.” Yoga Powers:

Extraordinary Capacities Attained Through Meditation and Concentration. Ed. Knut A.
Jacobsen, 145-194. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2012.

© The Editor. International Journal of Jaina Studies (Online) 2020

23



