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THE GAUDAPADAKARIKAS AND BUDDHISM - |
| By Pror. N. B. PUROHIT, M.A., B._'I;., 1
Bahauddin College, Junagadh.

I. Ajativada or the Doctring of No-ortgination.
Unique place of the Gaudapadakarikas in: Indian
phiiosophy.—The Karikas of Graju.da,péda, on the M andul’cya,
Upanishad hold a unique place in the‘ history (?f Indl‘a,n.
philosophy, both by reason of the interest they have
evoked in connection with their antecedents and of the
influence they have exercised on the develo.pment of Fhe
Advaita Vedanta. Their greatest oontrib.utlon po phll(.)-
sophy in general and to absolute ide&lisrp in p.a,rtmular, is
their Ajativada or the Doctrine of No—or1g1nab1on.' .
Ajate, the highest truth; its twq aspects : posz{zve and
negative.—Ajati represents, according to Gaudapada, the
highest truth of philosophy. The word ha,s. a bworfold
denotation in the Kartkas—negative and positive. l.‘he
former consists in an uncompromising denial of creation
and, hence, of the existence as such of the.empirical world
and experience, subjective as wellas objective. The latter
denotation is an equally uncompromising assertion of the
ever-unborn (ajatt aja) as the absolute r(?a,lity, variously
designated as Atman, Brahman and Viiana. Sbat'ed
dogmatically, the highest truth ( paramdrt(m),. in its
negative aspect, is that ‘“ there is neither extlnct}on nor
origination ; there is none in bondage; there is none
aspiring and none wishing to be released; there. is none
released ”  (II, 32). “ Nothing that presents itself as
becoming all round, is born” (III, 2). ‘ Hence, neither
the mind (chitéa) nor its phenomena are born ; those who see
352
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their birth, see footprints in the sky ” (I, 28). “ Thus, mind
1s not born, thus, things are known to be unborn ; thoge
who realise the truth thus, and thus alone, fall not in error
(IV, 46). “ All entities (Zharmas) are, by nature,: similar
to akasa—without a beginning ; they do not at all admit
plurality in any form (IV, 91). ““ Nothing is born from
itself or from another ; nothing, be it being, non-being or
being-non-being, is born (IV,20). “No living soul is -
born, he is not created ( sambhava) ; the highest truth is
that, which admits no origination whatever ” (IV, 71).
The same truth, in its posiiive aspect, is “the ever-unborn
(ajatr), which is ever-the-same (samatam  gatam) and
unconditioned (akarpanyan) (III, 2).. “ The unborn is
pure (vidarada) and ever-the-same IV, 93). It is
realised in abstract meditation. * In ‘that state, there is
neither apprehension (graha), nor avoidance (utsarga), nor
thinking (chinta) ; knowledge, then, becomes one - with
Atman, the unborn and ever-the-same ” (IIT, 38). “Those
who would be quite determined in respect of the unborn and
ever-the-saime, which the lay world cannot fathom, would,
alone, be endowed with the great enlightenment ** (IV, 95).
As a matter of fact, not only the word ajati, but the verbal
forms of the root jan also are often used in our work, as
in the Upanishads; ‘with a double entendre, sometimes
denoting, sometimes implying, both the transitive and the
intransitive meanings (see IIT, 24, 97,1). Ajati, thus,
means both ‘ non-origination™ (Tatpurusha) and ¢ Unborn ’

(Bahuvrihi). Both are prakriti and, so, admit no change

in their original state in any form, the non-creation cannof
become creation, the unborn cannot evolve itself into
what is born (IV, 29). As the highest truth, ajaéi can,

thus, be predicated both of the phenomena and the

noumenon at the same time. As a philosophical doctrine,
it is at once the negation of creation and assertion of the
absolute reality. From the viewpoint of the Vedantin, as
Gaudapada certainly was, the negation is but the logical
corollary of the positive ultimate principle, taught by the

Upanishads. :

23



354

And this doctrine of ajati is, in the opinion of Gauda-
pada, forced upon us by the Upanishadic testimony, by
the nature of empirical experience and by reasoning, and
its truth becomes capable of verification and realization
in moments of intuition and abstract meditation. "

Upanishadic Testimony.—Gaudapada examines the

Upanishadic testimony in the first and the third chapters
of his work. The Upanishad, he expounds,. and other
Upanishads as well are at one in their attempts to demon-
strate that the ultimate reality is transcendent and absolute.
Thus, the Mandukya Upanishad represents Atman, who
is at once the psychological and the metaphysical ultimate,
as beyond all means of knowledge, beyond all language
and empirical determinations, untouched by phenomenal
extension (prapaichopasama), non-dual, immutable (§anta)
and blissful. The Taittiriya Upanishad regards Atman
as the innermost fact of all existence (III, 11). In the
Madhuvidya of the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad, Atman is
the ultimate fact of being, param Braliman, both in the
macrocosm and the microcosm (I1I, 12). Other texts speak
of Atman as unborn (III, 24). If such be the truth par
excellence, it precludes all possibility of discrimination and
definition. Distinctions in the sphere of sentient and non-
sentiont existence must, froin the view point of such truth,
be fictitious. And this, according to Gaudapada, is exactly
the gist of Upanishadic teaching. This universe is
regarded as a dream, an illusion, a Gandharva-city in the
Vedantas (II, 81). “ This unborn principle becomes
divided on account of delusion (maya) and of nothing else ;
the immortal would become mortal, were it to be divided
in reality (tattvatalr)” (711, 19).

Hypothests of Maya.—This leads us to the considera-
tion of Gaudapada’s conception of maya. The plurality
of subjects and objects is, according to. hiin, not created,
in the ordinary sense of the word, but falsely imagined

(vikalpita) by the Atman in himself owing to his own

maya (I, 12, 19), which is as beginningless. as himself
(I, 16), In other words, as a result of his.association
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with t.he. coeval maya, the Atman imagines himself first
as subjects or individual souls and then as manifold objécts
1nter{1al and external (IT, 16, 13), the extent and intensit ,
of this Partioularisation being determined, in each ca,sa;y
by previous individual experience and memory (11 16).,
The case is one of erroneous supposition (vikalpa) sil,:aila,r
to mistaking a rope for a snake, streak of water , etcv in
the dark, till it is finally deiermined to Be a I’.‘Opé ?II
18,19). The word maya is freely used by Gaudapada 11;
A th.e sense of illusion as of a magic show. As associated
Wl.th,.a,nd belonging to A¢man, maya is, in the Karikas. a
principle of self-delusion of the A¢man (I1, 19 del]CL’I;SCi
tasya devqsya Yaya sammohital svayam). Tt is positi've in
8 sense; if is a factor—and one whose origin is lost in
evernity—to be counted, if empirical experience is to have
even a s.hadow of significance. It is also nega,l;ivé in >a.
sense ; ‘lb .is unsubstantial, g, figment of imaginati"on a
contradiction of reality (ITI, 19) capable of being remov’ed
(I, 16) and, so, as unreal as the illusion it sets up in the
Atman. The question of maya thus reduces itself to a
paradox ; maya both is and is not,
.The hypothesis*of maya is, in the Gaudapadakarikas
a philosophical offshoot and explanation of (l,j:dt'l; sa,nctione(fi
})y such . Upanishadic texts as: Indro mdyébhéh pururapa
wate ; ajayamano bahudha vijayate—the word 'viidyate ?n
the laist beigg interpreted by Gaudapada as mdyaud jayate
(IIT, 24). The universe is a mystery. It is ﬁot.hing but
What:,» we know of it. Tt is, because we aré aware of it
and‘lt 1$.What we think it to be. Without the thinkin :
subject, it'is naught. Hach thinker hag his own not‘,iorglr
pf thfa universe. Universe is, in other words. an act of his
1deah19P. The thinking subject, the fund of h’is experience
and his memory are responsible for the exuberance or
.p,oveljty and the depth or faintness of the colouring of his
1dgat10n.. Different thinkers have different notions of the
universe, and these cannot be all correct at the same time
'I.‘hg appearance of the universe has therefore no substa,n:
tialiby of its own. It is not ultimately true. It is
23*
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deceptive, unreal like a magic show: And if' the Wprl'd-
appearance is unreal, the subject, who ideates '1t and is its
necessary correlate, must also be unreal as subje'ot,‘ beoguse
the one is true so long as the otheris true. All dlstlnctlops,
or causes of distinctions, being thus unreal, what remains
is just a positive something, in which they all proceed.:
This cannot be nothing, because even unreal appearance
must have a substratum. ‘“A son of a barren worman,”
says Gaudapida, “ cannot have birth, real or unreal ”,
(III, 28). This something is A¢tman, who, though truly
above all predication, may, in the oonventionajl‘ lang'ua.ge,'
be called the un-originated and the un-originating ajate or
aja (IV, 74). This is the truth par excellence re.aaohed
retrospectively. Prospectively, we have to start w1th the
postulate of maya. Universe nay be unrea,‘l. But even
as unreal, it does proceed in the real. This real itself
cannot be the cause of the unreal. The effecct must have
the elements of its potentiality in the cause. If therefore
the effect be unreal, the cause must contain within itself
the potentiality of the unreal. This pobenEiality 18 maya,
the principle of self-delusion, coeval with Atman. Maya is
thus both the cause and the effect of the universe. The
postulate of beginningless maya does' not go against
ajativada, because mdyd is unsubstantial, a S’hadow,‘.a,n
illusion, an erroneous notion. Such seems to be the lm.e
of reasoning, which led Gaudapada to adopt the hpyobhesls
as an explanation of ajativada. Gaudapada 'does not
subject the postulate of maya tc further scrutiny as his
followers did. For him, maya is an illusion, pure aqd
simple, and hence, though without a beg,inning (anadi),
it does not affect the non-duality of the A¢man. Further
investigation into the nature of maya would have involved
the recognition of some sort of satta orexistence for maya
and of inconsistency in the coeval co-existence of maya
and Atman, but this would have been fatal to his uncom-
promising stand on ajati. It was left to Sa,fl.ka,ra, 'hls
spiritual grandson, to push the issue of maya to its logical
conclusion and formulate a definite theory anirvachaniyata
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or unaccountability, which is clearly hinted atin the
Karikas (ITI, 34; IV, 52, 67). .

All plurality is thus reduced to maya. Gaudapada
explains this, in the case of individual souls, by comparing
Atman to akasa, jivas to ghetakasas, and samghatas
physical .and mental aggregates—-to ghatas (III 3-10).
That the Atman is, like akasa one, immutable, indivisible,
‘untouched and untainted by his mental and physical .
-conditions, is supported by the gist of the Sheath-theory
of the Taittirtya and the Honey-theory of the Brila--
daranyaka Upanishads (ITI, 11-12). Jivas or individual
souls are all Atman in his pristine purity .in all states
(IT1,9), only conditioned. Take away the conditions, and
they are one with A¢man (I1I,4). At no time are they
either modified effects (vikaras) or constituent or segregated
parts (avayavas) of Atman, just as ghatakasas are at no
time odifications or parts of the akasa proper (IIT, 7).
The analogies- of earth, gold and sparks, given in the
Upanishads, do not countenance distinction. They are
intended to bring the incomprehensible within the grasp
of the mind through the imperfect medium  of language
and should not, therefore, be stretched too far (III, 15).
The relation of individual souls with A#man is. that.of
identity, as is clear from the Vedanta texts which praise

“non-distinction (ananyatva) between the two and condemn
‘distinction and plurality (ITI, 13). Texts countenancing

distinction, even before creation, by representing Atman
as urged by desire, are of secondary value and refer to what
was t0 be in future ; if they were principal, texts describ-

'ing reality as one and secondless would not be accounted
“for (ITL, 14). The analogy of akasa and ghatakasas again

explains how individual selves might differ from one
another in their-forms, names, functions (karya), and in

‘their experience and equipment as a result of  association

with rajas, tamas, ete., in different proportions, and in their

‘mutually exclusive nature, without in the least com-
-promising the unity and purity of the Aétman (ITL; 5-6).

The samghatas or aggregates are; like ghatas in the case of
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-akasa, conditions, unreal like " dreams, set forth by self-
delusion (atma-maya) ; there is no logical clue to decide
whether they are all alike or graded (I1I, 10). Thus, crea-
tion, if it means anything, means, in the Vedantas, the
apprehension of the unconditioned as conditioned, so far

~as the individual selves are concerned (111, 3 ff).

This last point is made more clear by the Upanishadic
position towards phenomena, subjective and objective.
These are, one and all, sheer illusion—mayamatra (I;17-18).

- If reality is essentially (svabhavena) absolute, it must
ever remain absolute. If origination and death be the
essence of the being (svabhdva) of reality, the reality
ceases to be essentially absolute (III, 19,22). All crea-
tionists agree in regarding the first cause to be essentially
unborn and undying, but if that be so, it would be absurd
to think that it can admit division or modification, as this

~would make the first cause mortal (III, 20), Mortality
and immortality are mutually exclusive.. All phenomena
must therefore be a chimera. The texts speaking :of
maya as the basic ground of manyness bear out this point
(I11, 24). Nay, the text neha manasti kiiichana denies
the existence of distinctions altogether; andham tamah
pravisanti ye sambhatim updsate denies creation by con-
demning it ; konvenam janabhet refuses to admit any

-efficient cause for it (I1I, 25); and sa esha nett nett gain-
says every phenomenon -and reveals the unborn as-the
only reality, by not admitting possibility of empirical
determination in it (III, 26).. Thus; the "attitude of the
Srutis to creation, whatever its source, real A¢man or
unreal maya, is the same : creation is just what it is deter-
mined to0 be by the Vedanta and demonstrated by reason-
ing, 7.e:, unreal (I1I,23). S

Testimony of Empirical Experience—The nature  of
empirical experience also leads to the same conclusion.
This can be demonstrated by comparing the experiences
of the waking and the' dream states, which together
make up the totality of our knowledge of distinctions.

" Both are false. Both annul each other (IT; 4). Dream

it
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experlencg is unreal, because it does not- answer to
the peculiar temporal and spatial needs of the wakin
oxperience. It is inward, confined within the body (1T 1g°
-I.V, 33), and so, from the viewpoint of the Wakiﬂg eX’ e—’
rience, precludes the reality of such dream activities p‘m
journeys to far off countries (IT, 2; IV, 34), talk Wiizlll
fmen'ds, holding and the like (IV, 35), ar,ld 0f7 sights of
ohar;ots, ete., (I, 3), which are concerned with ch world
ou'ts1de the body. The supposition of the dream-subject
gowng out of the body and a,pprehending all these thi'n’ Q)
is ru'led out by the shortness of the duration of dreaérg”
pa,rt.lc-u]arly in case of long journeys (II, 9; TV déll;’
.Beg;des, t;he truth of the dream éxperi.ence is, ge;insai’d. in.
point of time, place and things, seen or done, the moment
we wake up (I1, 2-8; 1V, 34-35). What 1’3 true of tI’]e
d'rea,m experience from the viewpoint of the W&kﬁlg expe-
rience, is also true of the waking experience from t;lile
.v1e_W}301nb o.f the-dream experience (1L, 4), for the dream
experience 1s as much real, while it lasts as the waking
experience, Both experiences are, again, s’imﬂ&r as far ai
the dlve1:31by of subject and objects is Concerﬁed (1, 5)
Thg reality of both is provisional: it endures as ldn’ .
their respective states endure. Ag states, the twog a”s
mutu?ylly exclusive : we either wake or drea;n as far as 31(‘?
experience of diversity is concerned. Thus each stat s
p.reced.ed and followed by some other state. ‘,Which con::‘ls
dicts its faxperience. It does not, therefore exist bef 1?‘-
and after its own duration. Tts duration is, ;:hus Jlimit?l?i
both ways, and so unreal, even though a[;prehe’ndéd .
not I.Jnreal (IT, 8). The difference between the two 34?
any; 1s apparent. Thus, the practieal ubﬂity sa m?(; »
nata gener'ally brought forward ag a distinguishin pfef;/t; ]C'L-
of f;he waking experience, constituting the pragmibic tm(z
of its truth, is gainsaid in the dream state. ToA ill t“es
after thg commentator, even after a sum’ptuousi felalasq;a'be
the w'fa,kmg state, a man may well dream th&t-th;a haﬁ‘be -
st;arvmgfor days. The -extraordinary character of k ‘%Olfln
dreams is but a result of the ‘peculiar condition o} thg
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dream-subject. The objects witnessed in dreams are the
ordinary objects of the waking life; they are iny wit-
nessed in combinations, unusual in mundane llfe.‘ The
denizens of heaven see differently than us. The.re is alot
of difference in the perception:of the same thing by an
oducated and an uneducated man (II, 8). Nor does 1?1.13
awareness of distinction between true and untrue, that is,
the awareness that mental vagaries are untrue as they
exist but subjectively, whereas material 'objects are tfru'e as
they are apprehended externally, constitute the dlstlpo-
tive feature of waking experience, because the same kind
of experience holds good in the dream state also. If
therefore the dream awareness of the true fmd the untrue
is false, as it ought to be from the standpgln.t of the wak-
ing state (drishta), equally somust be the waking awareness
of the true and the untrue (II, 9-10).

Gaudapada does not overlook some f}lndarxlental
distinctions between the two sebs of experiences. He
admits that the dream is more or less ‘& reproducmon,‘ or
rather & reconstruction by the mind of the 1W&k11'1g
experience, intensely undergone (IV, 39). The latter is,
thus, the basis of dreams. The two are related as cause
-and effect. As-capable of producing an effect, v.e.y dream,
waking experience has a greater claim to r‘.aa,llty.: .And
real or unreal, it is the waking experience which admits of
repetition in dream and not 'vice. versa (IV, :39).' Bu.t he
argues that this reality is conditional. Waking experience
is real in relation to dream experience only (IV; 37). And
the unreality of dreams is patent: the dre?,m-bo.dy must
be unreal, as the real— tangible —body ex1s§s differently
from it even in sleep; so too must everything mentally
visualised in the dream (IV, 36). But 'bh’is only proves
the unreality of the waking experience; it is the cause of
unreality, and as such cannot be rea.} (I.V, 38). Dream-
world is again on a par with the sub]egtlve world _of th'e
waking state; both are mental. Their stuff (b(mva_) 1s
inward, indistinct and-coeval with awareness ((:'hz-ttaka.la)
as against the objective stuff which is external, distinct and
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related to two times, i.e., (i) duration of awareness and (ii)
‘either past or future. But-even these distinctions, Ganda-
pada explains as being due to the distinction of perceiving
sense organs (LI, 15) and to ideation, and to nothing  else
(IT, 14). Both, the objedtivé world on the one ‘hand and
subjective and the dream world on the other, are nothing
but figments of imagination (II, 14). - - '
To sum up, in waking as certainly as in dream, duality -
is; in the first place, an act of non-dual mind and, in the
second place, nothing but appearance (@bhasa) (111, 29-30;
IV, 61-62). The appearance of duality ceases to present
itself, the moment this mind ceases to function; ceases to
‘be mind (IIT, 31). Again; in both, the numerous Aliving
creatures perceived by their respective subjects, moving
about in all quarters, are not different from the perceiving
minds of the two, and these minds theméel’vesjih turn,
‘are perceptible to theirrespective subjects alone (I'V, 63-66).
To elucidate, in both sets of experience, the subject and
the mind (from which things perceived by it areé not differ-
ent) are alone the test of each other's veracity. 'It is
thus impossible to determine the nature of their truth by
applying any other test (IV, 67). Birth and death, exist-
ence and non-existence of living beings in -empirical 'life
are like birth and death, existence and non-existence, of
apparently living beings set up by dreams, or projected by
magic illusion, or mechanically contrived (IV; 68-70).
The nature of empirical experience  thus leads us to the
same truth, namely, that nothing truly originates (IV,71).
- Reasoning supports Ajati.~-Reality of creation doesnot
stand to reason. No-theory of creation is satisfactory: This
becomes evident frow the great disagreement that prevails
among the creationists themselves, whose conceptions ‘of
truth are more a matter of individual whims than of regard
for the whole truth. ‘Gaudapada enumerates as -many as
thirty-five of such conceptions (IT,.20-28), which, in- fact,
are but partial and erroneous notions about the self-same,
single reality, the Atnan (IT, 29-30). 'The creationists
are, again, not agreed regarding. the nature -of the firss



362

¢ause,-as to whether it is existent or DOII;eXiS!ieI.]t: (T, 7).;
ré‘garding the form of creation, as to whether it is a modi-
fication .or .evolution, or illusion or merely an act of 'the
simple will of God (I, 8) ; and finally regarding the object
of creation, as to whether it' isfruition of past deeds
.(vbhdga), or diversion (krida), or mere nature (svabhava) of
the Liord (I, 9). This disagreement, nay, the mub‘ua,l
disputes and refutations of creationists supply Gaudapida
with an argument against creationists themselves and a
basis to build his own theory of Ajdti upon (IV, 3). .He
steers. clear of the same argument being used against
himself on account of his doctrinal disagreement Witl’l. all
(’:{reationists by neatly pointing out that hi§ doctrine,
though different, does not clash with the doctrines of t,'he
creationist dualists, because while it advocates ngn-duahty
as‘,.tl‘ie; highest truth, it also admits duality .as 1its .a.spe_ct
(bléda), of course lower and unreal. For the creationists,
on the other hand, duality is both the highest -and the
conventional truth, and hence their highest truth turns
out to be as unveal as their conventional truth (I, }7718).

To start with, Gaudapada takes up the questlon. of
causality on the physical plan. The very idea of creat:ulon
is based on the assumption of the First Cause, Whmh,
-ac:cording:tto some is sat or existentaa,nd,.aocord.mg,to
others, asat or non-existent. The*two views disprove
gach -other;!\‘»whj_a,tlis sat cannot be born, i.e., in the form of
the effect ; much less what is asat (IV, 4). Further, the
Fifst N'Cause, whether sat or asat, may be unborn or born.
If unborn, it must be immortal too, for t.he..a,bsence (?f
birth implies absence of change and mortality in thfe ori-
ginal condition. If immortality, therefore, constitutes
the very nature (prakriti) or self-essence (qubhdva) of the
First Cause, it will not admit any.change in itself, because
the true nature of -a thing, whether it be the resul't.of
.@oquirejd - perfection (samsiddhi), or of its c-orldlt}on
(svabhava), or of birth (sahaja) or of the absence of foreign
influence (akrita), is to remain what it is (IV, 6-9). If
the cause becomes the effect, it subjects itself to produc-
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tion’in & néw form. -It-thus ceases to be unborns ‘Tt
becomes partite (bhiinna) and hence non-eternal (IV, 1)
To avoid this-contingency, if the effect were supposed to
be non-distinet (ananya) from the cause,  iti-. would -be
unborn itself. But to speak of the unborn effect is to
commit a contradiction in terms. Or, arguing from the
effect to the cause, the supposition of non-distinetion will
rénder ‘the cause as much liable to birth as the effect itself -
(IV,192). Finally, the whole argument, of the universe
being produced from the unborn, if stated syllegistically,
would be found wanting in corroborative instance, as the
whole universe is the subject (IV, 18a, b). Thus the unborn
cannot logically be the First Cause. :
The case becomes worse, if the (First) Cauge is assumed
to be born. A born cause is nothing but an effect. As
such, every so-called catse will argue its own cause ad
wmfinitum (IV, 13¢,d). Again, both cause and effect being

produced, the assumption that the first cause is beginning-

less (anadi) falls to the ground (1V, 14). Hurther, caiise

and effect are correlated. Their relation is based on the

sequence in time. If this sequence is not assutned, that
1s, if both cause and effect are produced sitnultaneously,
they will not be related to each other as cause and effect,
like the two horns of a bull (IV, 16). . If, on the other

‘hand, the sequence is assumed, it may be regulated or

unregulated as regards priority or posteriority. If unregu-
lated, it may lead to the absurd state of cause being

produced from the effect, like that of the father being born

of the son! (IV; 15). ‘Regulated it cannot be.:.. A :cause

Wwhich is produced is itself an effect, and:-so- cannot - be
accepted as a cause, at least not ‘as the First Cause and, as
such, existing prior to creation, because it-would itself be

creation. And what cannot be accepted - as :the cause,

.cannot also be held competent to produce an effect (IV, 17).

The universe would thus 'be either eternal in its preseént

form or not created at all.. One who argues that the relation
-of cause and effect is determined; one by thie other, has to
-answer the»question :=* Which of the two is fo be-acceptedas
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existiing prior to the other, to serve as the basis of
defermining the relative position of the other—the cause
or the effect ? (IV, 18). The question is unanswerable.
The answer is beyond human knowledge. If essayed, it
leads to the confusion of the order of succession, as already
shown (IV, 19). The illustration of the seed and‘?he
sprout - cannot be admitted, for the law of valid reasoning
does not allow a reason (hetu); which is hypothetical, in
proving a hypothesis (IV, 20). Thus. our ignor’ance. of
sequenice in time between the cause and the effect s;trlkes
at-the:very root of the creationist view, for, if the universe
were really created, its antecedent must needs have been
known (IV, 21). It follows that nothing can be created
cither from itself‘or from what it is not (IV, 22). Cause
does .not undergo production, because to be' produced
means 0 have a beginning, that is, to be an effect, which
is.foreign to the very essence of cause. Nor -'d'oes effe:ct
undergo production, because by the very condition of its
being (svabhava), it is- already produced and does ‘not
require to be produced. - And what has no production,
must-have no. beginning; 7.e., must be eternal (IV, 23).
‘Advocacy of causation on the mental plane is equally
baseless. Tmpossibility: of the origination of the physical
world, as proved .above, argues the impossibility of the
origination of the mental world. = It does not, as- some
subjective idealists (vijianavadins) assume, argue ,-tlje
independent existence of menbal"phenomena{. The mgptal
phenomena, if real, can be real only in relation to .ob]ect.s
‘which cause them (paratantra). This becomes evident if
we . analyse .subjective consciousness (prajiapts). We
notice: that itiis as varied as the ~objective world outside.
We also notice that every act of consciousness refers'to
an object: we arée always conscious of something, which
is other than consciousness :itself. In other words, con-
‘sciousness presupposes a dual distinction of subjecb'and
object (dvaya). This distinction will vanish, if conscious-
mness alone existed. The emotional reaction of pleasure
‘ard pain in presence:of certain: objects also.proves that
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conscious experience must have an objective basis (1krmitta).
Existence of external world to serve as basis of the Veariety
of conscious experience is thus a logical necessity. But
the facts of the case show that this requisite basis, thie
external world, is no basis at all (animittatva). It -is.in

the first place already shown to be unproduced, and, in the

second, it is denied altogether by the subjective idealist.

The mind therefore can at no time—past, present -or
future—come in contact with the objects, as these do not

exist. Nor can it apprehend their appearance, the

impressions lefs by them, because there can be no impres-

sions in the absence of objects (IV, 25, 26). Thus, both

objective and subjective basis being impossible, the

diversified mental phenomena (viparyasa) cannot be

accounted for (1V, 27). - It follows that neither the mind.
nor- its phenomena suffer origination. The subjective

idealists who see origination (jati) sec footprints in the

sky (IV, 28)." '

The unjustifiability of the position of creationists,
realists as well as idealists, corroborates the doctrine of
ajati or no-origination and the Unborn, which beirig the
original state of ultimate reality, can suffer no change (1V,
29).  Origination, movement and materiality are but
appearances of the absolute consciousness (vigiiana), which
is' unoriginated, -un-moving and non-material IV, 45).
This absolute consciousness and its phenomenal forins of
subject and object can be compared to the fire-brand
(alata) and the straight and circular phenomenal forns. it
gives rise to. In both appearances cannot be assumed to
originate and merge back anywhere but in their respective
substratuins.  Yet they cannct be called the product
(nirgata) of the substratums, because they lack the generic
characteristics of the stibstratums, namely, ‘substantiality
(dravyatva). Their appearance and disappearance are
dependent on the stir (spandita) and its absence in the
substratums. Thus, in both, the causal relation between
the substratum and its phenomenal forms remains in.
comprehensible, as it is not reasonably possiblé to determire
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whether: the phenomenal forms are substance or otherwise

(IV, 4%-53). Thus, as it cannot be determined whether,
as siubjective idealists held, phenomena originate from the

wdnd, that is, are mere mental projections, or, as realists

maintain, the mental world originates from (external)
phenomena, the wise are led to the doctrine of re-origina~

tion of both cause and effect (IV, 54). Things appear to-

‘originate, but do not originate in fact (fattvatal). Their
origination is illusion-like, which does not exist at all (IV,
58). The case of phenomena is like that of a magic plant,
which grows up from a magic seed and, having no sub-
stantial existence, cannot be called either eternal or
uneternal (IV, 59).

Testimony of Mystic Inturtion.—Truth of Ajats,
thus attested by all accepted means.of knowledge—verbal
testimony of the Upanishads, nature of day-to-day. direct

experience and logical reasoning—is vouchsafed also by.

mystic experience and thus rendered capable of realisation
to.the aspirant. The necessary qualifications for such
realisation are enlightenment -and self-discipline. The
~former consists in the knowledge of the truth (fattva),
psychological (a@dhyatmika) and metaphysical (bahya)
(II, 38)—that Atman aloneis true (III, 32); that he
is Brahman, the unborn and eternal, not distinct from
the unborn and unimagining consciousness (jiiana or
vigiane, (11, 33) ; that this consciousness is above the four-
cornered prediction of ‘is,” ‘is mot,” ‘is and is not,” and
‘neither is nor is not’ (IV, 83-84), above the realism of
the waking state (laukika dvaya), pure idealism of the
dream and subjective states (laukarka Suddha) and ultra-

empirical state of deep sleep (lokottara), and above the

ethical categories of things to be avoided, known, acquired
and perfected (heya-jiieya-dpya-pikya) (IV, 90) ; that the
consciousness in turn is the same as the objectless, eternal,
and contactless mind (IV, 72), free from activity and

phenomenal forws (I11, 46), from attachment to cause and.

effect (IV, 55-57) and to unreality (IV, 79); and finally

that all phendmenal appearances are like akaga, over the.

~oy.

i
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same and emancipated from the first (I'V, 91-93). The
second qualification, self-discipline, is just thie qualification
of a true Brahmana. [t consists of mental peace (Sama)
and self-control dama, (IV, 86), of freedom froin passion
(raga), fear and anger (II, 35), of a life of asceticism
(yati), care-free and insensitive to worldly concerns
(jadayat). Given these qualifications, the aspirant may-
prolong his moments of self-realisation by the practical .
method of Yoga, by concentrating the mind on the mystic

syllable Om, by abstracting it frow all notions of duality

(IT, 36) and relativity (IV, 56-57, 77-78), withdrawing it

from all contacts, by remembering how they resultin pain

(ITI, 43-44), by waking it up whenever it passes into

oblivion (laya) (III, 44, 34, 35), till the aspirant reaches

the stage of Asparsayoga, in which the wind ceases to be

mind and becomes identical with reality, which, though

above words, may in conventional terms be described as

Unborn, ever-the-same .and pure—the truth absolute

(nirvikalpa), realised by sages well-versed in the Vedas

(I1, 35).

Place of Realism in Gaudapada’s Philosophy.—How-
so-ever free and blithe like a sky-lark an idealist might
be in the skyey regions of speculation, he has to clirnb
down to the work-a-day earthly existence aud dash his
head against things, which painfully convince him of
their own importance in the scheme of the universe. The
vast majority of his fellow-men do not possess his powerful
wings of enlightenmnent, and not a few of those who ever
essay a flight soon get frightened of the giddy depths of
the blue of universal life, almost verging on nothingness,
perhaps of everything, certainly of individuality (LTI, 39).
They therefore prefer to tread the terra firma of earthly
or heavenly bliss. Things as they appear to be have a
greater hold on their minds than things as they .are.
Realism after all is not such a magic illusion as -can. be
blown up by the charmed breath of idealism. 'Things of the
universe have their own pragmatic individuality, function

nd purpose. ffor Gaudapada, there is an additional
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consideration of  some¢ scriptural texts. These texts
assume the disstinction of the teacher and the taught (I,
18),.take for granted the universe as it appears to the lay
man. (III, 15), and enjoin religious duties and discipline
(IIT,1,196). He, therefore, like others of his fold, concedes
aprovisional reality to worldly lifé and religious dutbies
for those who cannot rise to the intellectual level of the
enlightened (IV, 42; III, 16). Reality, as the one, all-
encompassing totality of existence (I. 26-29), may suffer
this as its aspect (bheda) (ILI, 18), how-so-ever illusive, in
the interest.of the lay men. It may, nay, it does, a lot of
good t0 them without doing much harm (IV, 43). Partial
insight may not straightway lead to the swmmum bonum,
but it does vouchsafe a partial good which is better than
no good (II, 29). Faith in partial truth is certainly to be
preferred . to scepticism and agnosticism which lead to
nothing. The error does not lie in accepting life as it is
and conscientiously endeavouring to make the best of it
according to the light derived from scriptural,” but in
accepting it, and the scriptural injunctions connected with
it, as final; in other words, in forgetting that these texts
play but a second fiddle in the epistemology of the Vedanta
(I11, 14, 15), that the world of distinctionsis but the lower
(apara) aspect of Brahwman (I. 26), as it presupposes -the
origination of the unoriginated and the wunoriginating
Brahman (III, 1), and as its reality is relative and con-
ventional and therefore non-permanent (IV, 57). The
realists”  notions of worldly existence (samsara) and
liberation are unlogical figments; the former being begin-
ningless, cannot have an end ; the latter having a beginning,
cannob be endless (IV, 30). For Gaudapada, realisni, and
all it means to religion and life; is a poor substitute for
the grand truth of Aja¢ (111, 1-2), to be tolerated out of
sympathy for the incompetent, deluded souls, frightened
at the very idea of No-origination (IV, 43).
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II. THE GAUDAPADAKARIKAS AND BUDDHISM:. . -

 Charge of erypto-Buddhism.—It would be interesting
o touch upon the question of the influence;of. Buddhism,
particularly the Yogachira and Madhyamika schools,
on the Gaudapadakarikas. The charge of crypto-Buddhism
on Advaitism is an old ove, and was long understood
to 1mply, in a general way, a hostile sneer at the apparent
doctrinal affinity of Advaitism to heretical buddhis’m
or rather at the tendency of Advaita phllosophy to .verge
on the philosophical position of  Buddhist nihilism.
Applied to Gaudapada, however, the charge . amounts
to much more than this. According to some ecritics,
“ Gaudapada gives a Vedantic adaptation of the Buddhist
SUHY&V&d&”I Prmclpa,l Das (Gtupta goes a step. further,
when he says that “there is sufficient evidence. inhis
Karikas for thinking that he was possibly himself a
Buddhist, and considered that. the teachings, of . the
Upanishads tallied with those of Buddha.”? Both
criticisms assume that Gaudapada accepted the Buddhist
philosophy and interpreted the Upanishads in its light.
Their grounds for such assumption are broadly three :—
1) Similarity of Gaudapada’s philosophy to the- Vijiiana-
vada of Asanga and Vasubandhu, and more particularly
to the Stnyavada. of Nagarjuna; (2) Use by Gaudapida
Qf‘Buddhlst terminology and dialectics ; and (3) References
to Buddha in Chapter IV. Let ‘us briefly examine these
one by one.

Comparison of Buddhist andGauda,padas phzloso—
phies.—So long as the tenets of the Buddhistschools were
studied bhrough non-Buddhist manuals of Indian philo-
sophy, it was not hard to distinguish Advaita . philosophy,
from Vijiianavida and Sunyava.da, Vijiianavada was just
$ub3ect1v15t idealism,: and Sunyavada, pure nihilism; un-
worthy of the notice of the greatb Sankara on account of

;See Indian Philosophy ' by S. Radhakrishnan, Vol. II
See ‘A History of Indian Philosophy,” Vol, I, p, 423.
24
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its opposition to all known means of knowledge.' Closer
study of Buddism, however, through original texts during
recent years, has revealed that these doctrines were not,
after all, purely negative, but had a positive counterpart.
The vijiiana, or rather alayavijiana, was not. merely a
continuously changing stream of consciousness in each
individual being ; it was also cosmic consciousness, even
the absolute background of all phenomena, technically
designated as fathata or suchness.. Similarly, the sanyata
of the Madhyamika did not merely mean self-essenceless
(nih-svabhava), ever-changing state of phenomenal world,
but also the absolute essence of things, stripped of all
attributes and designations. Thus, like Gaudapada,
reality for both Buddhist schools is two-fold: one which
refers to the phenomenal world, and is relative (para-
tantra) and conventional (samuvriti); the other which
refers to the noumenon and is absolute (parinishpanna or
paramartha). In both the Buddhist schools again, as in
Gaudapada, the former is nonpermanent, unreal and
illusion-like, while the latter is permanent, real and
transcendent. :
Striking as this resemblance may appear, difference
is not less so. The fundamental distinction between the
Buddist schools and Gaudapada is, of course, that while
for Gaudapada permanent Aé¢man is the ultinate reality
and basic fact of absolute as well as empirical existence,
it is neither the one nor the other for the Buddhist philo-
sophers. According to them, self is nothing but an
uninterrupted series of momentary mental states. Per-
manent self is, according to Nagarjuna, a daring and
dogmatic postulate®. If Buddha taught A ¢man, it was to
save people from falling into the heresy of nihilism.?
The Vijianavadin, no doubt, rises to the conception of
vijiiana as universal subject, but only as the cause and

! Bhashya on B. S. II, ii, 81.
% See Radhakrishnan, 1bd, p. 653,
3 Ibid, p. 389 ff.
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end of phenomena. To quote’S. Radh’-‘,a,krishna,n, “The
Yogéch;ra does not carefully discrimintate between the
individual and the universal consciousneyss . ., . he
tacitly admits the reality of an absolute consciousness,
though the subjective tendency makes itsel.:l.f heard quite
frequently.” ' Again, “the philosophical im}pulse led the
Yogacharas to the Upanishadic theory while the.jr Buddhist
presuppositions made them halting in their acceaptance of .
it.”? Besides, though the highest truth in Lyoth the
Buddhist schools be positive; it is reached negativeily, Tt
is the unaccountability of the everchanging p‘henonmena,
which forces upon them the postulate of an absoiyte
principle. In Gaudapada, on the other hand, it is tihg
Ajati or non-origination of the self-evident, non-dual,
ultimate Brahman, which primarily necessitates the
assumption of the unreality of the universe. The goal to
be reached through abstract meditation is different in
Gaudapada and the Buddhist schools: with the latter,
amanibhava or nirodha of mind is an end in intself ; with
Gaudapada, it is a means to self-realization (111, 32-33).
Coming to the world of relations, we find that the Jwa of
Gaudapada, as already .indicated, is not recognised by
either Buddhist school. Gaudapada, again, distinguishes
himself from the Vijiiagnavadin by rejecting the latter’s
subjectivist idealism (IV, 24-28); if any reality is to be
admitted for phenomena, then, for Gaudapada, the
objective phenomena is as much real as the subjective.
He classes subjectivist idealism (IT, 25), and possibly
nihilism also (II, 28), among the thirty-five views which
fail to grasp the trath about the A¢tman (II, 30). If
he does not refute Stinyavada in the Karikas, as he refutes
Vijianavada, it is perhaps because, like others of his age,’
e.g., the author of the Brahmasuatra, who preceded him,
and Sankara, who followed him, and like not a few of the

! Ibid, pp. 696-T.

2 Ibid, p. 635. :

3B. 8. 11, ii, 32. Cf. M. Hiriyanna, ‘ Outlines of Indian Philo-
sophy, ’ pp. 221-2,

24*
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present day,’ h'e really believed Sanyavada to be a
nihilist doctrine,” which, while it gave cogent arguments
against other scv nools of thought, had but little to say for
itself. As reg ards the root cause of phenomena, it is
maya accordi‘ng to Gaudapada and avidya according
to Buddhistss. We may not stress any subtle dis-
tinction beStween the two, but needs must notice a
fundamen* tal difference. Gaudapada’s maya is both a
cosmic 2 {nd an individual principle of self-delusion (I1, 12
and 16Y, iF ; the Buddhist avidya is not cosmic, but individual.
Mayc's, again, is what causes delusion in the true nature
of +:he Self; avidya is the 1gnomnce of the four noble
tr-aths taught by Gotama Buddha.?
' The difference it vital. Affinity, though apparent, is
stressed on two uncertain assumptions. One is chronolo-
gical, the other negative. Nagirjuna (c. 200 A.D.) and
Asanga (c. 400 A.D.) preceded Gaudapada (c.800 A.D.)
and their works were known to him; and Gaudapada’s
Advaita philosophy does not seem to have had any ante-
cedents but the Upanishads and the Buddhist Stinya and
Vijiidna doctrines. The two are pieced together, and a
case made up for Gaudapida’s indebtedness to Buddhism.
Let us take the negative assumption first. In the first
place, it loses much of its force by being negative. In the
second place, labours of scholars during recent years have
brought to light the fact that it is possible not only to
find earlier traces but also to reconstruct doctrines of
many later schools of Vedanta from the extant philosophi-
cal literature. Sankara’s commentaries on the Upanishads
and Brahmasitra refer to some of these.® 1t would be a
strange ivony of fate, therefore, if, during the long
centuries that separated Gaudapada from the Upanishadic
period, the Advaita philosophy, which of all other Vedanta
philosophies embodies the most direct conclusions and

1 8. Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 697.

2 See Hiriyanna, op. ¢it., p. 148.

3 See M. Hiriyanna, I- A., Vol. LIII, pp. 77 ff. Also Sankara’s
Com. on B. 8., IT, i, 4, 6, 14, etc.-
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implications of the Upanishads,’ had not caught the
fancy of any Brahmanical thinker. That the case could
not have been so, is quite clearly indicated by references
to Advaita views prior to Gaudapada both in the sacred
and profane literature. The view of Kasakritsna cited in
Brahmasatra 1, iv, 22 is Advaitic. Whatever may be
accepted as the final teaching of the Bhagavadgita, its
recognition of mayavada in some part at least (see VII,
13-14) is undeniable. For references to Advaitic Pan-
theistic view-point bordering on Mayavada in Sanskrit
literature, I would refer the curious student to'Dr. S. K.
Belvalkar’s © Vedanta Philosophy’ Part I, pp. 185-6,
where he has very impartially and ably proved not only
the existence but also the diffusion of Advaita philosophy
before the time of Gaudapada. Thus, the negative
evidence to prove Gaudapada’s indebtedness to Buddhist
tenets being untenable, the chronological evidence loses.
its probative force. Gaudapada’s acquaintance and use
of Buddhist arguments cannot prove his acceptance of
their philosophy. This would be more clear, if we
examine the question of Buddhist terminology and
dialectics in the Gaudapadakarikas.

Use by Gaudapada of Buddhist Terminology and
Dialectics.—The Gaudapadakar tkas contain Buddhist
words, like dharma (entity or thing), samghata (aggregate
or body), adivan (time), samvrite (conventional truth),
and paratantra (relative truth), and Buddhist analogies of
alata or firebrand and mayahastin or counterfeit elephant.
Poussin has cited some verbal similarities between the
Gaudapadakarikas and Buddhist works, and they show.
that Gaudapada had not only used the phraseology of
Nagarjuna but imitated him in style and mannerisms also..
The title of our work itself looks like an imitation of
Nagarjuna’s title for his work, the Madhyamikakarika.
Gaudapada, further mentions and utilises the Buddhist
chatushkoti or four-cornered dialectics (IV, 83-84) and

! Op. Thibaut, 8. B. E,, XLV p. exxiv; also Poussm, J. R. A,
LXII (1910), pp. 129 ff. Lo
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‘the arguments of Yogacharas and Madhyamikas are
laid under contribution in refuting the reality of
external objects (IV, 3-23), of subjectivist idealism (IV,
24-28) of causation in general and in tracing the empirical
world to maya, or, in Buddhist terminology, samuvriti (IV,
57-74).

Now, taking the use of Buddhist dialectics first; we
may attribute it to Gaudapada’s deliberate practice of
refuting one view by setting it against another, opposed
to it, and building his own thesis on the ruins of mutually
warring theories. Thus, the mutual opposition among
the dualists is made the basis of the truth of his own
non-dualism (III, 17) and the dispute between the
Sat-karyavadin and Asat-karyavadin creationists is used
to establish the reality of Ajaéi (IV, 4-5). In the saine
way, Gaudapada accepts the arguments of the Vijiiana-
vadin to demolish the Sarvastitvavada or Realism, and the
arguments of the Sarvastitvavadin and Stnyavadin to
demolish the Vijiianavada (IV, 24-28). The use of
Nagarjuna’s arguments to disprove causality and to trace
empirical existence to samovritt or maya is also to be
ascribed to a similar object of allowing a powerful contro-
versialist to disprove an undesirable view-point, only
taking care that his own position is not compromised but
strengthened thereby. The argument based on the
Buddhist words and phrases is not conclusive enough.
In the first place, almost all the words are more or less
common to other systems of thought also. In the second
place, mutual loans of words, which express common or
similar ideas, is unavoidable in systems of thought, which
grow up side by side; Buddhism itself shows a number of
words, which were earlier common or later contined to
other schools of philosophy : e.g., the Upanishadic words—
namariapa, avidya, upiadana, arhat, $ramana, buddha,
nirvana, prakriti, atman and nivrittt' and the Jain words
$ravaka,’ jina, etc. Lastly Gaudapada’s was a time when

! 8. Radhakrishnan, op. cit., p. 471. »
2 Yamakakami Sogen, ‘ Systems of Buddhistic Thought.,
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Brahmanism was engaged in a vigorous onslaught on
Buddhism, and so the knowledge and use of the technical
terms and subtleties of the opponent was often necessary
to mest him on his own ground. Coming to the analogies,
it may be pointed out that the simile of the fire-brand
occurs in the Maitrayant Upanishad (IV, 24), while the
phrase alatasanti has not been traced in Buddhist books. '
Nor was the analogy of maya-Lastin a sole property of -
the Buddhists, as it was drawn from a well-known historical
episode in the life of king Udayana, whose romantic love
is twice dramatised by Bhasa and whose popularity as
subject of folk-tale is corroborated by Kalidasa in his
Meghadata (I, 31-34). Although Poussin draws attention
to verbal similarities between the Gaudapadakarikas and
Buddhist works, he does not contribute to the view of
Prof. Jacobi and Mr. A. V. Sukthankar that Advaita
Védanta was indebted to Buddhism. On the other hand,
he believes that autonomous—-if not absolutely independ-
ent—developments of both are admissible. Some of these
verses in the Karikas, if read in their proper context,
show that Gaudapada borrows not the thought but

‘language only of the Buddhist prototypes, or, when

he borrows thought also, he does so because he finds in it
a handy tool to serve his own purpose. Such conscious
or unconscious loans are not confined to Buddhist works
only. The reader of the Karikas catches in them, equally
frequently, the familiar ring of ideas and phraseclogy of
the Bhagavadgita as well. Let the critic of the Gauda-
padakarikas, before he jumps at any conclusion about

‘indebtedness, compare what Gaudapida says about

meditation on the mystic syllable Om in I, 24-29 with
Bh. G., VIII, 12-13, 16;. about mind-control and Yoga
in III, 81-47 with Bh., G. VI, 10, 25, 27, 34, etc.; and
about the enlightened man in I, 28-29, I, 85-38, and
IV, 84 ff. with similar descriptions in Bh. G. II,

! Poussin, 1. B. A. 8., LXII, p. 130.
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55-T1,.V, 29, ete. Let him particularly compare tlie
following :— o .

Gaud@pddakdrikas Bhagavadgiia. |
(1) II, 12; 11, 19 VI, 6; VII, 12, 13.
(2) 111, 21=1V, 7 I11, 33.

8 IV, 8 . . VI, 28; VI, 2.
) 11, 6=1V, 31 .. II,28.
) IL, 7=IV, 32 . V,92; 11, 14.
(6) 1V, 93=I1T, 2, 38, etc. 1V, 9.
(7) 11,29 ; also 1V, 43
23, IX, 25.

®) II, 85 . ... 1L, 56; TV, 10.
(9) IIT, 21=1IV, 7 .. 1I,16.
L 10) IV, 92 ... o 1II, 15.

A constituent part of the Gaudapadakarikas.—At-
tempts have been made to show that Chapter IV of
the Gaudapadakarikas is a distinet work, possibly from
the pen of an author other ‘than the author of the first
three chapters. The arguments for this supposition are
(1) that the chapter is replete with Buddhist dialectics,
(2) that it contains direct or indirect references to Buddha
or Buddhas, (3) that, unlike the previous chapters, it
opens and ends with salutations which have a Buddhistic
tinge, and (4) that asparsayoga, whose teacher is saluted,
was taught by Buddba. Now, we have already disposed
of the first argument.” As to the second, it may be

pointed out that the sense of the word buddha in all cases
where it is found is ambiguous. Neither the context nor

the trend of argument restricts it to Gotama Buddha;
neither, again, suffers by taking it to be ‘enlightened ’ or
¢ wise’ (see manishinah—IV, 54), who may be Advaitins.
Ambiguity cannot prove the case. The question of
salutations, raised by the third argument, is inadmissible.
The salutation at the close does not standin need of
“justification, and the explanation for salutation at the
beginning, if at all necessary, must be sought in what
Gaudapada has accomplished in the previous chapters.

IV, 14; also VII, 20-

——
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In these, he has proved his doctrine of Ajati mainly o
the strength of the Vedanta texts. Before starting to
prove the same by logical reagoning, he may well express
his reverence to one who first taught or promulgated 1t,
or, better, to whom-so-ever has realized or realizes its
truth (sambuddhal) in life in the manner stated at the
close of the third chapter. And such a man, dead or
living, would be a right object -of reverence—the best
among nen—to a man like Gaudapada who valued self-
realisation as the be-all and end-all of existence. That
the phrase dvipadam vara is used in Buddhist literature
for the. founder of that religion, does not preciude the
possibility of its use by others. Ignorance is no proof.
Nor is there anything in the substance of the opening and
closing verses to compel us to restrict the word to Buddha.
The last verse is only a salutation to reality as Gauda-
pada conceived it, t.e., Ajati, pure and simple (Ajam
samyam visaradam). The first verse, which is similar in
sense to IV, 99, represents complete identity and absence
of distinction between jiiana and jiieya, consciousness and
its object, during enlightenment or self-realisation, when
both becone merged into the Absolute, as pure and atbri-
buteless as Akaga. They merely summarise the idea
already expressed in III, 31-33 and 3-10 taken together,
wheére jiiana, the unborn and unconceiving (akalpaka), is
said to becomeione with its object, jieya, t.e., Brahman,
also unborn and eternal, and both are again said to be one
with Atman, the truth. There is hardly anything
Buddhistic in the first verse. o -
The last argument, based on the name and meaning
of Asparsayoga, becomes untenable in view of the fact
that the Buddhist literature does not know the word.
The term which is used to express the sense of Asparia-:
yoga, there, namely, the ninth stage of abstract meditation
is  Sanjiavedayitanirodha. The  only Buddhist work
which mentions the two constituents of the word, asparia
and yoga, in close proximity is the Chatuliatika of Arya-
deva but on the critic’s own showing, the passage means;
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that there can be no contact between a tangible and. an
intangible thing. Thus the sense of the passage has
“nothing to do with Asparsayoga which is a samadh, as
described in III, 37, 39.” The name being untraceable in
Buddhist literature, refuge is sought in the sense. But
here too, the argument hangs on a very slender, rather
imaginary, thread of Gaudapada’s description of Asparsa-
yoga as one of which Yogins are afraid.  This fear of the
Yogins is connected by the critic with the fear of Ananda,
a disciple of Buddha, who had thought that Buddha,
when he had entered this. state of samadhi, had passed
away, and did actually pass away after some time. The
connection is, on the face of it, far-feiched. The Yogins
of Gaudapada would be afraid not so much of physical as
of spiritual death, of the mind’s plunge into the deep of
nothingness instead of the ocean of universal life, or, as
the commentator puts it, of annihilation of the Self. The
Upanishads utter a word of warning against mistaking
_the Absolute for nothing, or pure consciousness for com-
plete unconsciousness. The Indra-Virochana myth in the
Chandogya Upanishad (VIII, vii-xii), is a good instance of
this. The reference to fear of Yogins need not, therefore,
/lead us to the conclusion that Asparsayoga was first

i;a,ught by Buddha. Its very name suggests a Brahmanic-

origin. It is Yoga, union, and presupposes the object
with which the mind, freed from all contacts, is to unite
itself. The forms of Buddhist meditation, at least in its
earlier history, are negative. The end of samadhi is
nirodha or extinction, of course, of desires, as the name
for the ninth stage of Buddhist meditation distinctly
suggests. Whatever be the source of the word, whether it
was coined by Gaudapada himself—and this is not
improbable, considering his partiality for Yoga—or
whether he got it ready-made from some work or oral
‘tradition, Gaudapada could not have adopted i, if he had
any Buddhist leanings. Even if we may not. stress the
positive implication of the word Aspariayoga, though
Gaudapada has done so in quite clear terms, we need not
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go to Buddha for its negative implication of extinction of
thinking process, for it is thé same as Asamprajnata-
samadli of Patafijali’s Yogasutra, which how-so-ever late
(between 200 A.D. and 500 A.D.) was certainly prior to
Gaudapada. It is again similar to one taught in the Gita
and can be traced back to the Kathaka Upanishad (IT, 3-
10 ff).

There is thus hardly anything which can demonstrate
a distinct - Buddhist bias for the fourth chapter of the
Gz),dapd,dakdm)kds. On the other hand, it can be easily
shown that it is a necessary compliment of the first three
chapters and comes from the same pen. The thesis that
Ajati is the final reality, the style, the mannerisms and
the general trend of thought are all the same. The fourth
chapter repeats the ideas (cp. 1V, 1, 99 III, 31-33; IV,
3-4 III,23; IV,5 III, 24; 1V, 10,30, II,32; IV, 42
IIT,16; IV,43 1I,29; and IV, 71, IIT, 48), and whole

- verses and arguménts of, (cp. IV, 6-8, 29 III, 20-22; IV,

31-32, I1, 6-7; 1V, 33-35, 1I,1-4; and IV, 81, III, 36,
also I, 16) and refers to, (cp. IV, 2 111, 37-39; IV, 91 I11,
3-12; 1V, 92 I, 16; IV, 94 III, 17) matters dealt with in
the first three chapters. The so-called Buddhist words
and: ideas are found in the second and third chapters also ;
e.g., samghata in 111, 3, 10; samvrite (with some change
in sense) in I1, 1, 4; dharma in II1, 1; nirvape in III,
47 ; also compare, 11,32 to Madhyamikakarika I, 1. That
Ajate taught in the fourth chapter is the same Upanishadic
Ajatt of the previous chapters can be seen from what is
said about it in IV, 71 (III, 48), 74, 77 (I1I, 2). It is the
goal, free from grief, desire and fear—the same as ascribed
to the mumnis, well-versed in the Vedas in II, 35. It is
ajam samyam advayam, the object of the Buddhas in IV,
80, and described in IV, 81 in terms found in 1I1, 36 and
I, 16. If any doubt is left, it is dispelled by the goal
being called, in IV, 85, the non-dual state of Brahman
(Brahmanyam padam), which leaves nothing more to be
desired, and, in- IV, 86, the end of the culture of the
Vipras, the pristine quietude (sama). The separation of
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the fourth chapter from the Gaudapadakarikas and
assigning it to another author are hardly warranted. As
a matter of fact, without the fourth chapter, the philosophy

of the Gaudapadakarikas would have been dogmatic and

incomplete, lacking in the rational support of logic.

Conclusion.—1It is clear that the grounds on which the
critics assume Gaudapada’s indebtedness to Buddhism are
not sound enough. That Gaudapada wrote a commentary
on.the Madhyamskakarika of Nagarjuna' is an assumption
which requires to be substantiated by facts.” For aught
we know from the Gaudapadakarikas, Gaudapada was
certainly not a Buddhist, not even a Vedantin with
Buddhist predilections, but an Advaita Vedantin with a
bent for asceticism and Yoga. The facts that he chose
an Upanishad for the basis .of his thesis, supported the
latter by a close analysis and:synthesis of the texts of the
main Upanishads and repeatedly asserted that - his
doctrines were the final teaching of the Vedantas (vedanta-
nidchaya), taken together with the Vedantic conception of
an enlightened Muni or Yogin, the Vedantic goal of the
Brahmanya pada for the aspirant and the Bhagavadgita
phraseology and ideas, must be conclusive enough in this
matter. The -straight meaning of the words, nattad
Buddliena bhasitam, in I, 99 would be that Buddha never
taught that the Absolute was the final reality, though
such a.teaching verging on Advita conception of the
absolute Brahman or Atman, is ascribed to him by the
different Mahayana schools of Buddhism.

The solution of the contact between the philosophic
positions of Vijianavada and Sanyavada on the one hand
and Advaita Vedanta on the other is to be sought in the
historical evolution of Buddhism, rather than in the in-
debtedness of Advaitism to Buddhism. From the time of
its inception, Buddhism has evinced its predilections for
Upanishadic teaching. To quote S. Radhakrishnan again :
“ Buddhism is only a later phase of the general movement

! Das Gupta, op. cit., I.
*? Belvalkar, Vedanta Philosophy.
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of thought of which the Upanishads were the earlier. ¢ Many
of the doctrines of the Upanishads are no doubt pure
Buddhism (says Max Muller), or rather Buddhism is on
many points the consistent carrying out of the principle
laid down in the Upanishads.” Buddha did not look upon
himself as an innovator, but only a restorer of the ancient
way, i.e., the way of the Upanishads.”" Buddhism came
to be outlawed as heretical not so much for its ethical and
philosophical views as for its revolt against Brahmanical
ritualism and social order. Whatever was the attitude of
Gautama Buddha towards the Atman theory of the
Upanishads, he has nowhere repudiated the Upanishadic
teaching, even though almost all other philosophical
theories of the day received from him a word of disappro-
bation. If we add to this, the facts that most of the
Buddhist controversialists, who followed Buddha'’s teaching
and were respounsible for the later development of Buddhisu,
were Brahmana converts, and that about the beginning of
the Christian era, it was Buddhisin which saw the neces-
sity of adopting itself to popular emotions and tastes in
religious and philosophical ‘ matters to capturc the
imagination of the masses, it becomes easy to see how the
original, implicit Upahishadic tendencies could have led the
Buddhist philosophers to doctrinal positions analogous to
Advaitic philosophy, so much so that in two of the latest
developraents of Buddhism in China, the Tien Tai and
the Avatamsaka schools, which are *regarded as the two
most beautiful flowers in the garden of the Buddhistic
thought,”? the Vedantic Brahman and Atman once more
assert themselves side by side with their conception of
Tathatd. The Mahayana Buddhism is no less accused of
being crypto-Advaitism than is Advaitisin of being crypto-
Buddhism.' © While, thus, some sort of philosophical
affinity between Advaitism and Buddhism was inevitable,
scrupulous care was taken by both Advaitins and Buddhists
to stress their differences. Both are overinfluenced by

' Op. cit., Vol. I, p. 470. ‘ .
2 Yamakami Sogen : ' Systems of Buddhistic Thought,” p. 287.
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their religious pre-suppositions. Gaudapada never forgets
that he is maintaining a Vedantic position, just as, already
pointed out, the Buddhist, even when his philosophic
impulse drags him on to the Vedantic conception of
reality, never disentangles himself from his religious pre-
conceptions. It isnecessary to bear in mind this deliberate
and religiously attempted mutual exclusiveness to correctly
evaluate the two great systems of Indian philosophy.
The similarity and dissimilarity between Advaitism and
Buddhism are thus both fundamental and have a histo-
rical significance. They are the necessary result of the
early outlawing of Buddhism from the pale of Brahmanism
and of the long conflict that ensued between the two
religions, making it impossible for Vedanta to accept any
heterodox doctrines of Buddhism.

! Poussin, op. cit., p. 132.  Also Yamakami Sogen ; op. cit,

THE SANKHYA THEORY OF EVOLUTION IN
" THE LIGHT OF MODERN THOUGHT

By Vipvan H. N. RAGHAVENDRACHAR, M.A.,
Maharaja’s College, Mysore.

—_——

I

1. The term ‘evolution’ in modern sense means
change. It is not a blind and chartless change. It is a
change in describable and definable directions. It is
evident in the growth of an organic life. Such growth
consists in the descent of the more complex from the
simple with increasing diversity in, and interdependence of,
parts.

2. ‘“Hvolution’ thus defined can be applied only to
particular aspects of Sankhya Philosophy. The Sankhya
term for evolution is parinama. Parinama is change.
It is either a change of an entity into itself or into a com-
plex entity or a change of a complex entity into a more
complex entity. Sankhya traces all change finally to
what he calls prakriti. Prakrili is the name given to
three factors—satva, rajas and tamas. Prakriti at a stage
changes into itself. This is the state of equilibrium
(samyavastha). At another stage her state of equilibrium

-is disturbed by the presence of purusha, the spiritual prinei-

ple and now she changes into a complex entity. And in the
continuation of the changing process, she changes from
the less complex to the more complex. At the stage of
equilibrium the three factors change into themselves—
satva changing into satva, rajas into rajas and tamas into
tamas. If this state is disturbed by the presence of
purusha, then the three factors mix with one another and
383
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106 POST(A)

warm water and allowed to draw over night. The fluid is then strained,
sometimes cooled, and perhaps mostly mixed with spices or oth?r
flavouring stuffs. So far there seems to be little difficulty. Thtft it
should be in special use in the Punjab? is, of course, quite pogmble,
though it séems to be widely known in different parts of India.

There remains, however, the derivation of the word past (dY|q)
or postd (dY®ar) itself, which seems to cause some uncertain'ty.
Sir George Grierson, whose knowledge of everything connected with
India is unrivalled, and who was for a couple of years himself an
Opium Agent in Bihar, tells us 2 that the usual name of the Paj.)av.er
somniferum L. is really past or postd, which thus, at leas.t within
Bihar, denotes the whole plant. I ventured to write to Sir Gef)rg.e
Grierson on the subject, stating it as my humble opinion t]'mt it s
really the seed-capsule that is called post(a@), and that tl.ns name
was then transferred to the plant itself; and in his reply ® Sir George
willingly endorsed this opinion. He further tells me that 1.:he
common opinion in Bihar seems to be that pdst is really the Pers%an
word pést meaning ¢ skin ”,4 which is “in this connexion
referred to the ‘skin’ or outer shell of the poppy capsule . ]?'or
phonetic reasons it seems impossible that post(@) could be a genuine
Indian word, and it must thus be suggested that it was borrowed
from somewhere. The difficulty seems to me to be that Pers. post
does really mean “ skin, hide of an animal ", and that it seems sligl.ltly:
uncertain whether such a meaning could be developed into the * skin ’
(or rather shell) of a poppy capsule. As, however, no other probable
derivation seems to be at hand we shall so far have to rest content
with this one.

1 Watt, Lo., p. 845.

* Bihar Peasant Life, 2nd ed., p. 241.

: I(:;:::?isd;?rg v:llig(l:h ‘;:ll?‘:)&e?t; bl(?r::f)wed into Sanskrit as pusta(ka)- *‘ manusoript,
P P, i;;tT::hﬁ{g';T?é; o i, piet “ skin” (@.LPh., i, 2, 267) and to
Avestan pgsta-  skin . There is considerable difficulty concerning the root-vowel ;

but undoubtedly the Avestan word owes its origin to a false writing and should really
be puwst or pwst (i.e. *piista- or *pausta-).

Bhagavata Puripa and the Karikds of Gaudapada
By AMARNATH Rav.

ABOUT three years ago, I sent a paper on ““ The Date of the Bhaga-

vata Puripa” to the LH.Q. The publication of the paper was
delayed, and it was forestalled by B. N. Krishnamurti Sarma’s paper
on the same subject, which appeared in the Annals of the Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute, vol. xiv, pts. iii-iv. The object of both
the papers was the same, viz. to controvert the views of Vaidya and
Winternitz who proposed the tenth century a.p. as the date of the Bh.P.
Sarma suggests that this Purdpa was composed in the fifth century,
if not earlier. My own view is that the work came into being some
time between A.p. 550 and 650. The mention therein of the Huns
(ii, 7, 26) and of the Tamil Saints (xi, 5, 38-40) would go against
Sarma’s hypothesis. Sarma and the present writer adopted somewhat
different lines of attack upon the position taken up by Vaidya and
Winternitz. It is unnecessary, however, to state the additional
matter my paper contained, or to publish it. This will be done if the
other view finds a defender who has to be refuted.

I propose in this place to raise a discussion as to whether the
composition of the Bh.P. preceded or followed that of the Karikas
of Gaudapada. From the parallelisms cited below, it will be clear
to all that one of these two writers must have been influenced by the
other. Sarma points out a quotation from Bh.P. (x, 14, 4) in the vrtts
on the “Uttaragita” (ii, 45), attributed to Gaudapada, and also two
clear references to the Bhagavata in the so-called Mathara vrtts on
the “Samkhyakarika . As regards this latter work, it has been
doubted whether we have the original text before us; the work
appears to have grown with the times, and the Bh.P. references
found therein do not appear in Paramartha’s Chinese translation.
If the Uttaragitd commentary were a genuine work of Gaudapada,
as Belvalkar and Sarma think, it would be clear that the author
of the Bh.P. preceded Gaudapada. I must, however, invite these
and other scholars to reconsider the question in the light of what
follows.

Compare the similarity of ideas in the following quotations from
the Bh.P. and the Karikas of Gaudapada :—
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(@) “ Adavante ca yan nasti vartamane'pi tat tatha
Vitathaih sadréah santo’'vitatha wa laksitah.”
G. K., ii, 6, and iv, 31.
“ Na yad idam agra asa na bhavisyad ato nidhanad-
Anumitam antard tvayi vibhat mysatkarase
Ata upamiyate dravinajativikalpapathair
Vitathamanovilasam rtam ityavayantyabudhah.”
BhL.P., x, 87, 37.
Adyantayer yad asato’sti tad eva madhye.”
BhL.P, xi, 19, 7.
‘“ Na yat purastad uta tan na pascat
Madhye pi tan na vyapadesamatram.”
Bh.P., xi, 28, 21.
Note the word vitatha in the Karika and in the first of the Bhagavata
passages.
(6) * Na nirodho na cetpatti na baddho na ca sadhakah
Na mumuksur na vai mukta ity esa paramarthata.”
G. K., ii, 32.
““ Baddho mukta its vyakhya gunate me na vastutah
Gunasya mayamilatvan na me moksa na bandhanam.”

Bh.P, xi, 11, 1.
(c) * Advaitam samanuprapye jadavallokam-acaret.”
G. K., ii, 35-6.

““ Atmaramo nayavrttya vicarej jadavanmunih.”
Bh.P., xi, 11, 16-17.
(d) “ Mayaisa tasya devasya yaya yam mohitak svayam.”
G. K., ii, 19.
“ Svamaydagunam ansya badhyabadhakatam gatah.”
Bh.P,, vii, i, 6.
(e)  Ghatadisu pralinesu ghatakasadayo yatha
Akade sampraliyante tadvaj jiva thatmani.”
G. K., iii, 4.
‘ Ghate bhinne ghatakasa akasa syad yathd pura
Evam dehe myte jivo brahma sampadyate punak.”
' Bh.P, xii, 5, 5.
(f) “ Manodrsyam idam dvaitam yat kificit sacaracaram

Manase hy amanibhave dvaitam naivopalabhyate.”
G. K., iii, 31.

-~ -
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‘“ Manah srjati vai dehan gunan karmani catmanah
Tan manah srjate maya tato jiwasya samsrtih.”
Bh.P., xii, 5, 6.

(9) In interpreting Bh.P., xi, 24, 7, Sridhara quotes the well-known
GK., iii, 15:—

““ Myllohavigphulingadyaih srstirya coditanyatha
Upayah se’vataraya nasti bhedah kathaficana.”

(k) The similes of the Rope and the Snake and of the city of
Gandharvas, so familiar to Advaita Vedanta, occur in both the works.
(Bh.P, vi, 9, 37; xi, 26, 17; and G.K., ii, 17-18 ; and Bh.P., vi,
15, 23, and G.K., ii, 31.)

(¢) Bh.P. (vii, 15, 54) names the four states or modes of the Being,
viz. vidva, taijasa, prajiia, and turya, just as they occur in the Karikas,
which Vidhusekhara Bhattacharya considers to be older than the
so-called Mandikya Up., where the first and the fourth appear as
Vaidvanara and turiya.

A closer comparison of the two works would, I am sure, disclose
many more parallelisms. In the absence of any earlier semi-Buddhistic
Vedanta work of the type of these Karikis, a student of Indian
Philosophy is naturally led to think that the Karikas were earlier
than the Bhigavata Purana, which looks like attempting to harmonize
their Vedanta with the Paficaratra Bhakti religion, without, at the
same time, disowning the latter’s original allegiance to what is known
as the Pauranic Samkhya. But while the author of the Purina appears
to be familiar with the “ Ajatavada > doctrine, he does not know the
““ Anirvacaniyatd ” doctrine posited by Sankara. I am inclined,
on this among other grounds, to think that the author came between
Gaudapada and Sankara. No doubt the latter does mot mention
the Bhagavata in his commentaries, but if the «“ Govindastakam * be a
genuine work of his, as the sixteenth-century Bengal Vaisnava writer,
Jiva Gosvamin thought, and as Belvalkar and others of this day
think, Sankara must have known the Bhagavata. It may be noted
also that both Sankara and Ramanuja are said to have known Puri
or Jagannath, but that holy place does not appear to have been known
to the author of the Bh.P. It would otherwise have found mention
in the chapter on Balarama’s pilgrimage (x, 79).

The difficulty in the way of the acceptance of my hypothesis is
twofold : Firstly, the Bhagavata passage, hunted out by B. N. Krishna-
murti Sarma, from the ** Uttaragitavrtti,” and, secondly, the tradition
that Gaudapada was the teacher’s teacher of Sapkara.
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The first difficulty is not really so insuperable as it appears. The
attribution of the vrtti to Gaudapada rests on the evidence of the
colophon in one or two manuscripts of the text. Such colophons
cannot form independent evidence, knowing, as we de, that they
often originated from ignorancé or fraud. Nor does the fact that
the philosophy of the vrti is Advaita of the Gaudapida type mean
much, for that is also the philosophy of the “Uttaragita’’ itself. I should
be prepared to ascribe that work, rather than the commentary, to
the great Gaudapada.

The second difficulty is harder to meet, a8 in meeting it, one has
to reject a time-honoured tradition. The traditional relation between
Gaudapada and Sankara would not leave sufficient time for the
pre-Sankara author of the Bh.P., belonging to the extreme south of
India, to be familiar with the Karikis of Gaudapada. Two pieces
of evidence are adduced in support of the tradition, viz. the mention
of Gaudapada as paramaguru in the puspikd to the commentary
on the Gaudapada Karikas, usually attributed to Sankara; and the
reference to Gaudapida as guror gariyase in the metrical “ Upadega-
sahasri”’ (xviii, 2,, an undoubted work of Sankara. But can either
of the expressions mean nothing else but ‘ teacher’s teacher” ? [ gee
no reason to restrict the meaning in this way, in either case, though
paramagury i8 generally understood to mean ‘ teacher’s teacher .
I have besides grave doubts as to the authorship of the commentary
on the Karikas. Vidhusekhara Bhattacharya would reckon it among
the Sankardcirya apocrypha,! and I agree with him for a reason
which he does not adduce, viz. the author’s ignorance of the real
import of a good many Buddhistic philosophical terms which abound
in the Karikas. Sankara was more familiar with Buddhism than
any other commentator on the Brahmasiitras we know of, and I
am not prepared to ascribe such ignorance to him. One has only
to consider the widely varying attitudes of Gaudapada and Sankara
towards Theism, as also towards the Buddha and Buddhism, to be
convinced that more than one teacher must have come between the
two.® 1 do not propose to enter into a detailed discussion of all that
has been said by others about Gaudapada and his age, but I am
inclined to agree with Bernett and Jacobi in thinking that a date,

1 8ir Ashutosh Silver Jubilee Memorial Volume, iii, pt. ii, Sankara’s commentaries
on the Upanisads !

* Note also the remote nature of Sankara’s references to Gaudapéda ir his com-
mentary on the Brahma-Sitras, i, 4, 14-5, and ii, 1, 9), as “ Sampradiyavit™™ and

Ved&ntirtha-sampradiyavit .

— .

P
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latfar than A.p. 500,should not be assigned to this great teacher.!
This W?llld place him nearly 300 years before Sankara, and aﬂo;v
for an interval, during which the Karikas might travel t’iown to th

south. May it be that the influence of the Puripa iteelf led Sank .
to find a respectable place for a personal God and his worship in E:

system ? G a .
ai 4 bhakii audapada appears to have felt little concern for Thejsm

! See Barnett’s roview of Walleser’ i
« Miyivida~ o g Ao0 1o ser's work in JRAS. 1910, and Jacobi's paper on
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Gaudapada

“3q7 gga wifray 1
“This 1s not said by the Buddha.”

. The following is the last but one karika of the fourth or last
chapter of Gaudapada's Agamasastra:

FHQ Af ge@ T 9Hg @y

qi AR I A9 gad wfrad

Literally it says that according to the Buddha who instructs the’

way known to him (tayin)' jAana "knowledge’ does not approach the
dharmas ‘elements’ of existence (i.e. it does not relate itself to the
objects). But all dharmas and jaana—this 1s not said by the

Buddha.

1 The word tayin is thus interpreted by Prajadkaramati in the Bodbicarya-

vatara-panijika, p. 75:  qifgawm gfa,  @fu@EmEieE@EEAmE . 3@
ﬁ(q: GIIANE: (Pramanavarttika, ed. R. Sankrtyayana, 2. 145). " See the
present writer’s paper, ‘Pramanavarttika of Dharmakirtti’ in /HQ., vol. XIII, 1937.
This explanation is partly followed by Udayanacirya in his Tatparyatika-parisuddbi
(Bib. Ind.) in explaining tayin-in Vacaspatimi$ra’s Tatparyatikd, 2 ( HGTH
qifga) qrEy GW’-TWE'WWWE{TWE{HQEE: | Prajnakaramati (loc. cit.) offers another

explanation: guEy gry:  geamrdd,  FEER@SAEEACER  HaeqriEa |
This word is widely used in Buddhist [e.g. Lalitavistara, ed. Lefmann,
p.- 421; Bodbicaryavatara, 1II.  2; Saddbarmapundarika (Bib. Bud.) pp. 25,
57, 67, etc.] and Jaina ‘[e.g. Hemacandra’s Yogasastra, (Bib. Ind., wvol. 1,
pp- 1. 47); Dafavaikalika (Devacind Lalbhai Jaina Pustakoddhiara, No. 49,
p- 115)] works and is misunderstood. Sometimes it is read as trayin ‘protector,” and
tapin, as in the present case. As a name for Buddha it is translated into Tibetan by
Skyob pa (Mabavyutpatti, § 1. 15) which suggests its Sanskrit equivalent trayin
‘protector’.  See JRAS., 1910, p. 140; JPTS., 1891-1893, p- 53; J4., 1912, p. 243;
Proceedings and Transactions of the Second Oriental Conference, Calcutta, 1922,

pp- 450-1.
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It has been repeatedly shown in the dgamasastra® (specially in
IV. 96) that jAana is asanga ‘free from attachment, ie. free from
any relation to its objects’, as the dharmas or objects have no reality.
Here the author refers to that fact and concludes showing the
supreme truth that according to the Buddha there 1s neither jiana
not dharmas as he has said neither of them: naitad buddbena
bhasitam.

Whar does the last line mean?  Scholars of the orthodox school
interpret it in various ways, but without sufficient justification.” In
this paper an attempt will be made to throw some new light on the
line.

In one way 1t can be ‘said that there are only two
things, jaana ‘knowledge’ and jiieya ‘knowable’ or dharmas ‘ele-
ments of existence’, ‘objects’.* Here we are told that neither of
them 1s said by the Buddha. Buthow? Has he ever said anything?,
The Buddhists would give the answer in the negative. According
to them the Buddha has never uttered a single word, as the follow-
ing quotations will show:

Naoar)una in his Madbyamakakarika, XX, 25

FarEETTE: TR &
7 wfaa #afag 7R aaf gaa I

Tathagatagubyasiitra quoted in the Madbyamakavrtti on the
above : :

1" Ufd qqrralsgeRi geaE  grafaataesgel ow afegagE k-
fadeafa “Fareal qUTRA CRAAET ARRE A sAgd ANl sty A
SETE AT | |

2 Sce IV. 72: faqy’ fafawy’ fagwms A9 Ffva, |

Sec also IV. 97, 79 (nibsanga); cf. I 32 (agraba).

3 Mahimahopadhyaya Pandit Ananta Krishna Shaswi: Vedantaraksamani,
1937, Introduction, p. 6.

4 Sec our text, IV. 1.

L.H.Q.,, JUNE, 1938 25



394 Gandapada

Lankavatara, ed. B. Nanjio, 1923, pp. 142-3:.
= Ul qardisfrargR) am o aftfrdesfs warat craerad
AT AR T ToMeRa | waed gea=aq |
Nagarjuna in his Niranpamyastava, ed. G. Tucci, JRAS, 1932,
pp- 309 ff. 17:
AIRE @A FEfETmReIgT
FAF ST AN qfda: 0
Bhagavat quoted in Madhyamakavrisi, p. 264, and Bodhi-
caryavatarapanijiki, p. 365 (with a slight change):
TAGTE qheq AR F1 AqAT 37 |
AIA XZAQ AT AT N
Lankavatara, p. 137:
C TR A qEEE T AN AT wgq: 1 °
acd gyaray | Op. cit., p. 48.
frgamsaeg |\ Op. cit., p. 1go.
Vajracchedika, ed. Max Miiller, p- 24+ o
T & a8 g =y =fe g sheat e e wEE
AGAM,  GIROFEARTAETT | 48 AT WS ey
TR & FEY w7 FRATRgaU geEEfTRategd afe o
RISRIRCE Il
. owaR o wft =fe g Ffaed gwame arfva
IfIE | @ ] amE, Aif @ shieat gagrRa Wi |
Lankavatara, p. 144: '
I At o qeare aifiga: |
Taferaeal arfa @@ fafira swrfaae o
Madbyamakavrtti, p. 539:.
TA ST §F QAT Al |
7 @@ SR T W g8 @ o

5 Cf. dgamasastra, IV. 60: g3 Jqr T F9=Y |
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The passages quoted above show that the Buddha has said

nothing. Let us now try to understand what it signifies. This
statement is based on two grounds: (1) pratyatmadharmata, 1.e. the
nature of the highest truth that it is realised in one’s own self, and
(i) pauranasthitidbharmata, i.c. the nature of the elements of existence
that remains from the past. This requires some explanation.

As regards the first it is held that the transcendental reality
(paramartha) springs up only as an inward conviction (pratya-
tmavedya), 1t cannot be attained through an instruction from others -
(aparapratyaya = paropadesagamya), for it cannot be expressed
by any speech or word. So we are told that for the noble the trans-
cendental truth 1s silence.” This is well-known in the Vedanta.’
Candrakirtti writes in his Madbyamakavrtti, p. 493 :

89 CIEAMIFIAEETER arfgeagasin  aEaIfaaafmgsy |« afg
AT 9 99, @EAafa | Fawd o arat g3f F@ ar g g i o
A STIGT: A=A TATAIT AT GIITA: | § AT T 7 g -

> Thus the Buddha did not say anything in fact, yet the people

according to their own dispositions think that he did so. We read
therefore in a text, Tathagatagubyasitra, quoted in the Madhyama-
kavrtti, p. 539, just after the passage, No. 2, cited above:

2 o griagHn: gEgTa aFgTEAaEar o fafrgr qgweas’ -
wE Wl | QNS gaE gav vata 1w W mentE uw
Fafa | g4 9 dgmger gERgAl IUE: | 9 AT A FewEfq A
frrruafa qaserfarersmaaaaarafaaa f§ araaq quara sfa T

afy q@d [A]xfaa Fer(a #h-1g vdl gea Rfuawa #afam wa fafem:
YEAAFZ: 9AIARY | 9=q9 \ wiggmignaat Xfeai  mwgarartag

6 Madbyamakavrtti, p. 56: quaredi fg gnzf]‘qﬁ ASTITATT: |

7 Taittiriya Upanisad, 1. 4. 1 g@ qra  faa=q  =9ed #d&ar «g |
Sce also Katha Upanisad,1l. 3; Brabmasitras with Sankara, 1. 2-17; The Basic
Conception of Buddbism. pp. 19 f.
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GRFANIZT O WY WA GFfaygaTguetEg g6 gRaen g1 FT qENISTSAT 94z (U AAUOREEEASE | § A
T | agafita . a  ofwg ofafefe and anfEmgangwaa ) @ R
TR wEY WA g A gENU @ 9T SRl 39 qa1 § awwgste

The following may also be cited here from the Lankavatara,
194 :: TRIFBIT | WE | Al WO WOAE | UARd WERe qRAdT ad

gadErAd Asgeafad qarISiyTd  fadan gdar gdRafaar gdfamaar qaar yaar a9ar ) w14
TqERTd. FRAT-AEA wiggd q1" U qurrasfrargete Arrafeata

The following may also be quoted here from the Vajracche-
dika, p. 24, just after the passage, No. g, cited above:

a9 T &an 1 Asr qqEIa gaisfrargdr ¥fadr ar wamnn @safaae: )
7 qE g 1 qd FET A | HGEHIIATE AEIEET |

This is the significance of the passage under discussion (i.e.

@ AT e Jag_gga wiivag, [V. gg), and it is reasonable that the
author who begins the chapter (IV) with jana and dbarmas’ should

state in conclusion the transcendental truth about them.

p-

T 9 HEEY qqTe Agfad 9@ WAt o
qd gafq @ e | FREeER 9dE ) We CEERd FRTTRERY 3@
YA IS FEAIEAAIFAAFE QAT AGIEIA 7 qe AR |

. 9d wd REARANTEATE | A F arairefeagereRfFa . syEEA
FeIgIRTEIRT, (o771, 2) AEIAY GIIHRT AraaarT: €0, )

And the conclusion arrived at here 1s that one should rest on
the meaning and not on only letters, for one who rests on letters
not only ruins oneself, but also cannot make others understand :

FAgforRa® Agma Aifyacas  Agracaw dfggsd T sgwaafane 8
SFATGEN  AEAY FAQ a1 FEGEAT AT @lend T AT qqay" aa-
gragfa | Op. cit, pp. 194-95. : VIDHUSHEKHARA BHATTACHARYA

This second ground is this: The Buddha has said nothing.
because what he is reported to have said was from the past. Nothing
depends on the birth or absence of birth of the Tathagatas, the true

nature of elements of existence remains always the same. This is
meant by the statement that the speech of the Buddha is no speech
(TF= gEF=m).

Taking both the grounds together the Lankavatara says (pp.
143-4):

qgF WA AT R qavaishrargel am OfT ot waat
TFAFR JAAT Agred @ eAgfsata maud geaadfafa fEag arass
WA | 9Agd ALMY qEA AAGEEH, | FANEHEAR. | Agd  SATH- ‘
wdame  fuafrfartas 1o I9|RIg a1 JqEEEEgaeRgT A
Faddwr gaiwt wiar et wfEmE doTmREETEEE | Az

8 In such cases other texts read °pratisarana for °pratisarana. ’ 9 FIAATRIFRT ’e’l’ﬁ[-‘( It TG )
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THE MANDUKYOPANISAD AND THE GAUDAPADA-
KARIKAS

Sanskrit scholars have expressed divergent and even conflicting
vicws on the Mandikya and the Gaudapada-karikas which have con-
sequently become a bone of contention among them. Dr. A. Venkata-
subbiah helds the view [Indian Antiquary, October 1933, Vol. LXII]
that the Mandiikya and the Gaudapada-Karikas must have been com-
posed by one and the same author i.e. Gaudapada and that the former
is not naturally Sruti. Prof. B. N. Krishnamurti Sarma, on the other
hand, contends [Review of Philosophy & Religion, Vol. II. No. 1;
Vol. I1I. No. 1; Vol. IV. No. 2 and the Poona Orientalist, Vol. I.
No. 2] that the whole of the Agama prakarana including the Mandi-
kyopanisad is a Sruti text. An attempt is, therefore, made in this
article to review the whole question in the light of the internal evidence
supplied by the text of the Mandiikya and the Karikas and the exter-
nal evidence supplied by the commentary on the text by Sankara,
the greatest and the earliest Advaitin to know about Gaudapada and
his work, and the references to the Gaudapada-kirikas found in the
works of Sankara and Sure$wara, the immediate disciple of Sankara.
At the outset it should be borne in mind that Anandagiri and other
Advaitins are of opinion that the Mandiikya is an Upanisad as well
as Sruti whereas Madhva followed by other dvaitins believe that the
whole of the Agama-prakarna consisting of the Mandikya and the
twenty nine karikas is Sruti.

The numbering of the sections of the upanisad portion is different
from that of the following §lokas. If Gaudapada were to be the author
cf both the mandiukya and the karikas, there is no reason why he
should have resorted to this method. Besides the upanisad text itself
cortains a bare statement about the identity of the four moras of
the @ symbol with the four stages of the soul and does not give any
indication about the contents of the remaining three prakaranas of
the karikds. One fails to understand the purpose that must have
prompted Gaudapada to write this upanisad with such a bare outline,
as some critics would have us believe, unless he wanted the public
tc look upon it as Sruti which supports the tenets of his philosophy.
Such an assumption is unwarranted as there is nothing very special in
this upanisad which he could not have found in other upanisads and
cn which alone he could base his philosophy. The most probable
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reason why he chose the mandiikya of all other upanisads is that it
must have been looked upon by his sarpredaya as the authoritative
Sruti text on which the Advaita school of philosophy relied for inspira-
ticn. That this is so will be clear in the course of this article. One
of the striking features of this upanisad is the mention, for the first
time, in the history of the upanisadic thought, of the four parts of the
symbolgeas the maitriyani upanisad mentions only three moras of
the symbol. The reason why the fourth part is added is obvious
because this upanisad tries to show the correspondence of the four
parts of the a» with the four states of consciousness and consequently
with four conditions of the soul. The real contribution made by this
upanisad to the upanisadic thought is this systematic treatment of
the four states of consciousness. One can clearly see that in the
last three prakaerancs of the Gaudapada-karikas in which practically
the Advaita view advocated by Gaudapada is clearly set forth there
is hardly any reference conspicuously made to the four parts of the
@» much less to the four states of consciousness and still more less
to the moraless part of it. This does not mean that the Mandiikya
does not support his philosophy in general. In fact the negation of
the worldly phenomena emphasized by this upanisad paves the way
for Gaudapada’s view about the illusory nature of this world. But the
two more important. doctrines namely the Mayavida and the Ajati-
vada, rather the corner stones of his philosophy, are not in the least
mentioned in the Mandikya. It is extremely difficult to account for
this omission if Gaudapada were to be the author of the upanisad.
The fact that the karikis do not follow the upanisad in its order
and in its terms, and that many words and terms occurring in the
upanisad are not explained in the kirikis and many passages are
simply passed over, does not lend support to the assumption that
Gaudapada is the author of both. For instance the first five sections
of the upanisad are not commented upon in the karikas in the order
in which they appear. The karikas only present a summary of these
sections in the order and in the manney| the author of these kirikas
thinks fit. The first two sections are not at all explained. The term
Visvanara is replaced in the karikis by the term Visve and a new
word Vibhu is added by the author of the kirikis even though it is
not in the upanisad. It is further stated in the karikas that in waking
the activity of the soul centres round the right eye, in dreaming it is
within the mind and in sleep it is in the hrdayakasa. Al this is
added by the author of the karikis as it is not found in the upanisad.
The idea that the soul is happy in a particular sphere that is assigned
to him for the time being is not in the upanisad: The terms saptafiga
and ekonavirmsati are not explained in the karikas, It seems that the
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author does not explain them because he is obviously more interested
in explaining the philosophical point of view than in explaining mere
verbal expressions. Coming to the karikas 10-18 which are supposed
to be a sort of a commentary on the seventh section of the upanidad
one fails to find any reference in the upanisad to the bijanidrd as the
cause of the anyathagrahana leading to further complications and also
to the term maya and the maya view of the phenomenal existence.
All these ideas not expressly stated in the mandikya seem to be im-
perted by the author of the kirikds with a view to establish his
advaita view of life and thus run counter to the view held by Dr.
Venkatasubbiah.

The karikas present as it were an independent thesis which has
got only some ideas common with the contents of the upanisad. For
instance the 6th section of the upanisad containing words such as
antaryami, yoni etc. gives an opportunity to Gaudapada to make a
statement in the karikas about different view-points concerning the
creation. Similarly the description of the nature of the soul in the turiya
stage in the 7th section of the upanisad must have helped him to state
the advaita as the absolute truth on rational grounds in the following
prakaranas. But barring these points of agreement between the upa-
nisad and the karikas there are some other points dealt with in the
karikas which strictly speaking are not referred to by the upanisad. (1)
The necessity for yoga practices for the purpose of attaining the fourth
i.e. the turiya stage emphasized in the pranavopdsand is not at all
alluded to in the upanisad. (2) The cessation of the phenomenal
world is only referred to in the upanisad but not fully discussed nor
are the corollaries deduced from this suggestion worked out in detail.
(3) As pointed out above Gaudapada tries to establish the absolutistic
view about the nature of the self and the universe by the systematic
and lcgical treatment of the maydvade and the Ajativade in the
following prakaranas. Besides it is by the exposition of these vadas
that he is able to meet the arguments advanced in favour of the
sinkya view and the nihilistic view. It is, therefore, highly impro-
haile that the mandikya should not even allude to these important
theories even in their bare outline if the author of the upanisad and
the karikas were to be the same person.

Another striking feature of the Mindikya that goes against
Gaudapada’s authorship of the upanisad is the verbal equations of
words to abstract notions or things in the manner of the Brahmana
literature. For instance the first mora or matra of the symbol 3»
conveys the ideas of attainment (@pti), the second mora or matra
stands for the idea of exaltation (utkarse) and the third matra con-
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veys the idea of measurement (miti). Further even the method of
phalasruti is just in the manner of the Brahmanas. Now it will be
readily granted that Gaudapada is all the while interested in philoso-
phical discussions of polemical nature and would naturally be eager
to resort to these alone with a view to establish his edvaita point of
view. He does not stand to gain anything by indulging in verbal
equations and the Phalasruti which characterise the mandiikya and
remind us of its affinity, in some measure at least, with the Brahmana
literature. Moreover the fact that the upanisad is laconic in style
and cryptic in thought unlike the following karikas is hardly cal-
culated to support Gaudapada’s authosship of the same.

The introductory words atraite sloka bhavanti occurring between
the text of the upanisad and the karikds cannot properly be explained
if Gaudapada be considered as the author of both ; for there is no
justification for the insertion of such words between portions of the
text composed by one and the same author. On the contrary the
way in which the karikds are introduced by these words would go to
show that the former ie. the kirikdis were in cxistence before
Gaudapada who may appear to quote them in support of the contents
of his upanisad—a conclusion likely to defeat the end in view in so far
as Gaudapada cannot then be alleged to be the author of these kirikas.

The title agema prakarana given to the first prakarana contain-
ing the text of the upanisad shows that the mandiikya is Sruti. If
this point is not conceded, how can we explain the title agema praka-
rana in contrast to the significant titles given to other prakaranas by
Gaudapada ? Evidently according to the author the first prakarana
contains the dgama which means source, written testimony, traditional
or sacred $astra or the idgama pramana of the Naiyayikas. Taking any
one of these senses of the term agama the first prakaranae was so call-
ed because it contained the mandiikya Sruti as the agama on which the
following twenty nine karikas were a sort of a commentary and on
which the remaining three prakaranas may in a general way be said
to be based. Under the circumstances is it proper or even feasible
that a great advaiti Acarya like Gaudapade would himself venture to
write the dgama portion and still believe quite naively that his advaiti
followers and dvaili opponents would be simple enough to treat his
adyaita view of life as the really philosophical view because it is sup-
ported by the mandikya Sruti? Was it not in the interest of the
Acarya himself and his school of thought that he should produce some
Sruti text acknowledged by all scholars as the authoritative text in
support of his philosophy ? There were so many upanisads before
the author which he would have quoted in support of his thesis, Out,

'
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of these he chose the mandiikya partly because this upanisad was con-
sidered as the authoritative Sruti text by his sampradaya and partly
because there was ample justification in that upanisad for his edvaita
view. His advaiti followers and even dvaili opponents believed that
this procedure represented facts correctly. In this logical sequence
there is nothing that is unnatural and nothing that can be disproved by
any positive evidence.

In the light of the above discussion based on the internal evi-
dence it will be seen how Gaudpada cannot be the author of the
mandiikya. Let us now turn to the edvaiti authors and see what
their attitude is towards this upanisad. Sankaricarya alludes to the
first prakarana in his bhasyae on the first section of the upanisad as
agamapradhanam prakaranarm. This expression makes the meaning
of the title of the first Prakarana clear ; for he does not interprete this
prakarana merely as agama prakaranam but as agama pradhanam,
which implies that the first prakarana is so called because the
@gama i.e. scriptural authority is the pradhane portion in it. In
short it comes to mean that the upanisad portion is the
agama, i.e. Sruli in the real sense of the term whereas the kirikas
of the first prakerane are included in it because they reiterate the
agama and as such are incorporated along with the dgame in one and
the same prakarana. Further in the opening of his commentary on

GK. Prakarana ii, Sankara writes with reference to GK i, 18d as
follows :—

“ jiiate idvaitamn na vidyate ityuktam | ekameva dvitiyamityadi-
$ralibhyak | agamamatran tat | tatropapatyapi dvaitasya vaita-
thyam Sakyate'vadharayitumiti.” What Sankara wants to convey
about the statement in GK. i, 18d. is that it if of the nature of the
agama as it exactly reproduces the gist of the dgema namely the words
‘advaite’ from the mandiikya and ‘ekemevadvitiyam’ from some
other Sruti and the same will be proved by means of reasoning in the
second prakarana. In this connection a possible objection may be
raised to the effect that instead of quoting from the mandikya Sruti
why Sarikara takes a citation from some other upanisad in support of
GK. i, 18d. The reason for this is that the quotation ‘ ekamevadviti-
yam’ from another upanisad is more emphatic and telling in its ef-
fect than the one namely the words edvaitarn Sivam from the mandi-
kya which even though appears like a description of the Paramatma
is primarily concerned with the soul in the turiya condition and its
identity with the Advaita, the Absolute. It will be, therefore, very
improper to infer from the non-mention of the mandiikya text by San-
kara' that he did not consider it as a Sruti text. In fact he has no-
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where said that it is not Sruti. All the later advaitins and dvaitins
look upon the mandiikya as Sruti. Under the circumstances the re-
mark made by Dr. A. Venkatasubbiah [The Poona Orientalist, Vol. i,
No. 1, p. 13] that the Mandiikya section 7 is not a Sru#i text has no-
justification. The remark may jusly apply to GK, i, 18 which is
agamae matram as it is directly a paraphrase of a Sruti text. Lastly
it is interesting to examine the colophones at the end of Sankara’s
bhasya on the four prakaranas and to distinguish between them in so
far as they are concerned with the question whether the migndikya is
an upanisad, i.e. Sruti or not. The colophone at the end of the bhasya
on the first prokerana unmistakably refers to the mandiikya as the
upanisad and the $lokas as the Gaudapada-karikas on the upanisad.
That these colophones form an integral part of Sankara’s bhdsya on
the Gaudapada-karikas is evident.

Let us now turn to Sure$wara, the immediate disciple of Saikara.
He never quotes from the mandiikya text but from the remaining por-
tion, i.e. the karikas in his Brhadaranyakopanisadbhdsya Vartika and
igiskarmyasiddhi. For instance at Br. Bha. Var. i, 4.744 he refers
to GK. i, 3 as agama Sasanam. Dr. A. Venkatasubbiah is right in
interpreting the expression dgama $asanam on the analogy of a similar
expression used by Sure§wara : ‘ ekadhaivanuvijiieyamiti ca $rutiasa-
nam’ where the author is not quoting the exact words of the Sruti but
is giving the purport of the Sruti text [The Poona Orientalist, Vol. i,
No. 1, p. 17]. In the above quotation, therefore, Sureéwara alludes
to GK. i, 3 as dgamasasanam meaning the statement giving the pur-
port of the dgame which is no other than the sections 1-5 of the
mandiikya. The reascn why Sure§wara did not quote the actual
agama but the karika giving the purport of the agama is quite plain.
The agama is rather too long for the purpose of a quotation and is
summiaried by the karika [Gk. i, 3] in such a masterly and brief style
that Suredvara thought of it as a very suitable quotation for the sake
of convenience and effect. Besides the bhdsya vartika being metrical,
ready made metrical summary of the dgama was, considered by him
more convenient for quotation rather than making his own metrical
summary. The fact, therefore, that Sureéwara does not quote the
mandiikya text any where as Sruti does not warrant the conclusion
that the mandikya is not Sruti. Anandagiri expressly states in his
sub-commentary on the Mandikya that the latter is an upanisad, i.e.
Sruti. Prof. B. N. Krispamurti Sarma has shown in his articles re-
ferred to above that later advaitins as well as dyaitins including
Madhva and his followers have all along considered the mandikya as
Sruti. Even Dr. A. Venkatasubbiah [The Poona Orientalist Vol. i,
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No. 2 : p. 11] accepts this fact but believes that Gaudapada is the
author of the mandiikya as well as the kirikds. The main argument
that he offers for his belief is that Sankara in the course of his com-
mentary on them, never mentions the mandikya text as Sruti, but on
the other hand says in the opening of his commentary as follows :—
Vedantarthasamgrahabhitamidam prakeranacatustayamomityeta-
daksaramityadyarabhyate”. 1t appears that Dr. Venkatasubbiah is
unnecessarily streching the meaning of this line ; for the line in ques-
tion implies simply that Sankara is commenting on the work in the
form of four prakaeranas known as Gaudapadiyakarikas. He does not
say that every line in the four prakaranas is originally conceived and
composed by Gaudapada and that the author is not basing his treatise
on any upanisad or authoritative text. As a matter of fact Sankara
refers to the first prakarana as agamapradhana and it has been already
shown above what the exact and correct implication of that expression
is. Moreover it is very strange that a critic who believes in a part
of the tradition does not, at the same time, believe in the remaining
part of the same tradition without giving any sound argument ; for
Dr. A. Venkatasubbiah accepts the traditional fact that Sankara has
written commentaries on the Prasthdnatraya meaning the ten major
upanisads including the mandikya, the Brahmasitras and the Bhag-
vadgita, and at the same time denies the validity of the same tradi-
tion by which the mandiikya is looked upon as an upanisad mean-
ing Sruti without giving any positive evidence.

Let us now take into consideration some other arguments that
he has advanced in support of his contention in the Indian Anti-
quary, Vol. 62, 1933. It has been already pointed out above that
the introductory line atraite sloki bhavanti cannot be explained on the
assumption that Gaudapida is the author of the upanisad. More-
over the absence of any regular masigala by Gaudapada in the begin-
ning of his work is another knotty point that can hardly be solved on
the above assumption. Dr. A. Venkatasubbiah, however, imagines
that there is a mafigala in the form of the first benedictory verse occur-
ring at the beginning of Sankara’s bhasya. He evidently relies on
Anandagiri’s statement that the first benedictory verse was considered
by some critics to form part of Gaudapada’s work. But Anandagiri
himself has repudiated this suggestion in his sub-commentary on logi-
cal grounds. According to him the fact that Sankara does not com-
ment on this verse but gives it as his own S§loka and that in the
beginning of his commentary Sankara distinctly says that the Prakara-
nacatustaya begins with the symbol , goes to show that the verse
in question was not intended as a benedictory stanza by Gaudapada.

THE MANDUKYOPANISAD AND GAUDAPADAKARIKAS 73

Dr. Venkatasubbiah’s refutation of Anandagiri’s explanation in an
apologetic tone is not satisfactory ; for just as in the beginning of his
commentary Sankara has paid his homage to the Brahman in the
first benedictory stanza and added one more benedictory stanza, ex-
actly so at the end of his commentary he again pays his homage to
the Brahman in one stanza and adds two more verses in which he
pays his himble respects to his Perama Guru namely Gaudapada.
There is thus no valid reason why the first benedictory stanza in
Sankara’s bhasye can be considered as written by Gaudapada. How
the absence of a regular marigala can be otherwise explained is another
question. It is very probable that Gaudapada did not think a separate
mafigala by him necessary as he had already before him the agema
i.e. mandikya Sruti, and he only wanted to make his own contri-
bution by way of addition to the already existing portion. The expla-
nation of the §loka occurring in the beginning of the fourth prakarana
which is considered by some critics as a marngala $loka may be given
in the following manner. Gaudapada considered probably the
first three prakarenas as merely an exposition of the central
doctrine of the Sruti which he incorporated in the first part of his
work, whereas the last prakarana could not be considered as primarily
concerned with the exposition of the Srauta doctrine since it was
mainly intended for attacking the Buddhistic tenets. Under the cir-
cumstances it appears that the verse in question is not a masigala
in its real sense but a sarcastic and deprecatory reference to the
Lord Buddha in contrast to his own Guru whom alone Gaudapida
considered not merely buddha but sambuddhe. Thus the reference
to his guru by Gaudapada in this $loka is merely incidental and may
not be intended to serve the purpose of a technical marsigala.

Dr. A. Venkatasubbiah has given many references from Sankara’s
commentary with a view to show that the twelve sentences or sections
of the Mandiikya form an integral part of the Prakaranacatustaya.
But this inference does not tend to prove that the text of the upanisad
was composed by Gaudapdda. As already remarked above it only
shows that Gaudapada brought forth a treatise consisting of four
prekaranas which incorporated the mandiikye text and contained the

exposition of the advaita doctrine of the upanisad in its various as-
pects.

The discussion about the terms $astra and prekarana occurring in
Anandagiri’s sub-commentary (page 12. AnandaSram series Edition)
does not help Dr. Venkatasubbiah in any way. As alleged by him the
fact that Sankara does not generally use the word prakarana or $astra
with regard to Sruti passages but uses these terms with reference to
J.UB. VI—J
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the Gaudapada-karikas does not support his contention that the man-
dikya is not a $ruti text ; for in his commentary Sankara has never
referred to the mandikya by the terms Sasira even though he calls
Gaudapada's work as a whole by that term. In this connection it
is noteworthy that Gaudapada has never confounded the issue. He
has taken care to distinguish the first Prckarane frcm the remaining
prakaranas by calling it as the agama prakarana because it contained
the agama i.e. the mandakya Sruti and has thereby clearly shown that
he is not the author of the upanisad.

The fact that Sankara quotes from all other major upanisads ex-
cepting the mandikya is further adduced by Dr. A. Venkatasubbiah
to support his view. We are all aware that the mandikya is not
only the smallest of the ten major upanisads but it also contains very
meagre matter or substance as ccmpared with other upanisads. The
only contribution made by the upanisad is the statement about tie
four stages of the soul and especially the fourth one i.e. the turiya as
the advaita stage. The great importance attached to this upanisad is
only due to the masterly work of Gaudapada on it which practically
overshadows and in a way throws into the back-ground the original.
The advaita view of life is indeed firmly established by the Gauda-
pada-karikas which evidently derive their inspiration from the upa-
risad. There is, therefore, very little in the upanisad proper that can
be usefully and effectively quoted by Sankara in preference to the
karikas. In fact Sankara’s heritage in point of his philosophical
outlook on life can all be claimed from the Gaudapada-kirikas and
not so much from the mandikya. It is Gaudapada who for the first
time presents the advaite view of life in a systematic form of philo-
sophy based on Sruti and on reasoning as well. It is but natural,
therefore, on the part of Sankara to quote the karikiis in preference
to the Mandiikya whose long sentences, as already remarked abave,
are not suitable for the purpose of a quotation. In view of this dis-
cussion it is now very hard to maintain that the mandikya is not
Sruti simply because Sankara does not quote it just like other Sruti
texts. Besides Sankara has neither even suggested, much less said,
that the mandiikya is not a Sruti text nor has he suggested or said
that Gaudapada is the author of it.

The argument about the use of the word $loka with reference
to the karikds advanced by the learned critic loses its force when it
is carefully analysed. Sankara has never referred to the text of the
mandikya by the word $lokah although he calls the karikas as slokah.
Or the other hand by calling the first prakarana by the name of agama
meaning agamapradhana he shows that the mandikya is $ruti. No
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doubt Sankara interpretes the word $lokal in the sense of mantras
in his ccmmentaries on the nine major upanisads because the $lokas
occurring in those upanisads are considered earlier than other portions
of the upanisads. But in the present case Sankara knows full well
that the §lokas known as the karikas are composed by Gaudapada
and therefore does not treat them as mantras. He, however, does
not refer to the sections of the Mandiikya by the term $lokak because
he is well aware that they are not composed by Gaudapada.

Lastly Dr. Venkatasubbiah tries to account for the tradition
current among all the advaitins and the dvaitins that the mandikya
is a Sruti text by remarking that this vogue, i.e. the tradition, was
started by the Buddhist writer Santaraksita (705-765 A.D.) who re-
ferred to the dgamasastra of Gaudapada as the upanisad-$astra. This
explanation is likely but the learned doctor does not try to find out
the rcason why $antaraksita should refer to the Gaudapadakarikas
as the upanisad--Sastra. The very fact that an early writer of an anta-
gonistic school like Santaraksita who comes so closely after Gauda-
pada calls the latter’s work the upanisadiastra is very significant in
so far as it shows unmistakably that Gaudapada’s work could be
legitimately called by this name because it incorporated the Sruti’
text as its basic text. It has also been shown above how Sankara’s
remark that the first prakarana is agama pradhanae can be properly
understood if the term d@gama be interpreted as meaning the upanisad
i.e. Sruti. The arrangement cf the other prakeranas also supports
this interpretation. Besides Sarnkara says in his bhdsya that the first
prakarane menticns the agama, ie. Sruti and the teaching cf the
Agama is corroborated in the following prakaranas by the help of
rcasoning and corresponding Sruli passages from cther upanisads.
Thus the natural interpretation of facts before us leads to the conclu-
sion that the Gaudapada-karikas were based on the Mandikya Sruti
ard were later on correctly called the upanisad-3astra by Santaraksita
and the dgama-Sastra by Sankara. Some later dcaryas were, however,
misled by these titles into believing that the whole of the agama pra-
karana was Sruti possitly because it was called the dgama in contrast
to other prakaranas. It seems now pretty ccrtain that there is no
positive evidence to challenge the validity of the tradition by which
the mandiikya has been considered as Sruti since the days of Sankara.

After discussing the complicated question about the authorship of
the mandikya it is desirable to turn to the other allied problem as to
whether Gaudapada appears to be the author of all the karikas of the
first prakcrana or nct.  Apart from Sankara’s bhdsya on the mandi-
kya he has twice referred to the karikds in his bhasya on the Brahma-
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sitras. It is interesting to note the words in which he refers to Gau-
dapada. At Br. Satre Bhasye 2, 1, 9 while quoting the karikd i, 16
he mentions Gaudapada as the sasipradayavid Gcarye and again at
Br. sitra Bhasya 1, 4, 14 while quoting the karika iii, 15 he repeats
the words Sampradayavid acarya with reference to him, The word
sampradayavid as applied to Gaudapada deserves close attention.
From treatises available teaching the advaite doctrine it is practically
clear that the Gaudapada-karikas were the first in the field to enunci-
ate and establish the advaite view. No other writer prior to Gauda-
pada belonging to this saripradaya is known. Still Sankara calls him
samhpradayavid. The question is whether Gaudapada had before him
the advaila swmipradiya. From Sankara’s reference to it the ans-
wer is in the affirmative. Similarly this se/mpradaye must presuppose
some predecessor of Gaudapada as the founder of the advaite tradi-
tion. It is likely that Sankara’s words sarpradayakartuh as refer-
ring to Nardyana occurring in the opening of his bhasya on the dlata-
éanti-prakarane may be cited in this connection to show that Nara-
yana, the great God laid down the saripradaya. But this explanation
of a legendary nature is not calculated to satisfy our curiosity. We
are all aware of such explanations being offered when the actual ori-
ginator or the founder is not known. Sankara, indeed, has not men-
tioned any predecesscr of Gaudapada in the advaita sampradaya, but
there must be surely some predecessor from whom Gaudapada must
have received his lessons in the sampradaya which he later on tried to
propound in his kirikas. The gist of the discussion is that Gauda-
pada should have before him not only the mandikya but some other
§lokas embodying the saripradaya view-point. This contention is ren-
dered more probable by certain other factors.

The introductory line atraite §loka bhavanti inserted between the
text of the mandiikya and the karikas cannot be properly explained if
the author of this introductory line and the following karikas were to
be the same. Whenever such words or other words having a similar
meaning occur in other Sanskrit works such as the Chandogyopanisad
and the Brhadaranyakopanisad, the author of the following §lokas is
generally considered to be earlier than the author of the words in the
introductory line which, however, is supposed to form part of the
text of the upanisad proper. But in the present case the line cannot
be considéred as a part of the mandikya text inasmuch as Sankara
as shown above, does not treat the karikds or §lokas introduced by
this line as mantras claiming a higher antiquity than the text of the
mandiikya even though he treats §lokas occurring in the older upani-
sads menticned above as maniras. Besides Anandagiri in the open-
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ing of his sub-commentary on the first kirika of the first prakarana
distinctly attributes the introductory line to Gaudapada whereas he
considers the mandiikya as Sruti. The way the liné introduces the
glokas shows clearly that the author of the line and the following
§lokas is not the same. .What appears probable is that Gaudapada
wrote the introductory line and that at least some karikas of the agama
prakarana were not originally composed by him but were merely rec-
produced. This conjecture is corroborated by the arrangement of the
sections of the mandiikya and the division of the karikas of the first
prekarana. In the Anandasrama edition of the karikas published in
1890 A.D. the introductory line, atraite $loka bhavanti occurs only
thrice and not four times as given in later editions. That the later
editions mentioning the line in question four times do not represent
the text of the karikds correctly is clearly supported by Sankara’s
bhasya on them ; for the word pirvavat occurring in the beginning of
his bhdasye on the karikd 24 of the first Prakarane unmistakably
shows that in the text which Sankara used the line in question intro-
ducing the kirikis was not found inserted between the 12th section or
sentence of the upanisad and the 24th karika. That is why Sankara
had to say Pirvavadatraite Sloka bhavanti before actually comment-
ing on the 24th and the following karikas of the first prakarana. In
later editions editors have erroneously taken the words atraite Sloka
bhavanti from Sankara’s bhasya and inserted them between the 12th
sentence of the upanisad and the 24th karikad. But the expression
pirvavat remains hanging without any proper connection and thus
clearly shows that the text of the later editions is defective. Ananda-
giri’s bhasye on these words also proves that the introductory line was
not inserted before the 24th karika in the original text of the Gauda-
pada-karikds. It appears, therefore, very probable that all the k-
rikas of the dgama prakarana were not composed by Gaudarada and
that the §lokas immediately following the introductory line were al-
ready composed by a predecessor of Gaudapada in the advaita sari-
pradaya. In view of this possibility it is now not hard to explain the
title sampradayavid as applied to Gaudapada by Sankara. The for-
mer must have some predecessor or other who was obviously not known
even to Sankara. A story or legend was, therefore, hit upon to ac-
count for the founder of the sempradaya and Bhagvan Narayana was
then declared to be the founder of the advaita tradition.

The absence of a regular masigela in the beginning of the karikas
goes also to support the view set forth above. The mandikyopanisad
with some explanatory §lokas on it was already known to Gaudapada
before he wrote his karikas. He, therefore, gbviously did not think
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it necessary to write any regular masigala apart from the already ex-
isting opening of the upanisad.

From the above discussion it seems that the karikas 24-29 of the
first prakarana were composed by Gaudapada because there were ori-
ginally no karikas introduced by the line atraite $loka bhavanti to ex-
plain the 12th sentence of the mandikkya. Further it will be seen, if
one were to analyse these 24-29 §lokas very carefully, that barring the
last one which may be called explanatory to some extent, the remain-
ing karikds namely 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 are simply glorificatory of
the symbol 3% and do not contain anything that can be called strict-
ly explanatory. Even the 29th karikd is hardly explanatory as it
merely reproduces the words of the upanisad. It seems that Gauda-
pada’s intention is not so much to explain the text of the mandikya,
but rather to expound his pet advaita theory whenever there is a suit-
able opportunity for doing so. Bearing this attitude of Gaudarada in
mird one may go a step further and venture to point out that the first
twenty threc explanatory §lokas may be found to ccntain some §lokas
which are not strictly explanatory when they are subjected to critical
examination and analysis. For instance the first six $lokas are ex-
planatory since they give the import of the first six sentences of the
upanisad. In the 6th sentence or section cf the upanisad the cause of
the universe is stated and naturally an opportunity presents itself to
Gaudapada to state other theories about the cause of the universe
even though nothing of this cort is contemplated in the upanisad.
Therefore, the §lokas 7-9 discussing different view-points regarding
the creation of the world appear tc be later additions made by Gauda-
pada while the first six $lokas appear to be clder, being composed by
some predecessor of his belonging to the advaita sarmpradaya. Similarly
in §lokas 10-14 the exact implication of the 7th sentence of the upani-
sad is brought out inasmuch as the viSva, the taijasa and the prajria
are clearly marked out from one ancther with their distinguishing cha-
racteristics and the turiya is fully explained. The 15th $loka gives an
explanation of the terms svapnd and nidra cccurring in the preceding
Slokas and therefore may be a later addition made by Gaudapada with
a view to give a philcsophic but rather unusual interpretation of thcse
terms. In the §lokas 16-18 the question of the unreality of the phen-
omenal cxistence is raised and the term mdya occurs in connection
with the dvaita. All these are patent tenets of the advaita doctrine
for the first time brought into vogue in the following prakaranas by
Gaudapida to prove his view already suggested by the upanisad. The
€lokas 15-18, therefore, seem to be later additions. Applying the same
criterion to the §lokas 19-23 one can easily see that the §lokas 19-22
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are really explanatory but the same may not be said of the 23rd §loka
because it deals with the process of dhyana not at all contemplated in
the upanisad or in the preceding explanatory §lokas but referred to at
great length in the fcllowing $§lokas, i.e. 24-29. The 23rd §loka, there-
fore, like the following ones, seems again to be a later addition while
the $lokas 19-22 may be older. One has to admit that this classifica-
tion of old and new §lokas with reference to the dgama prakarana is
based on grounds which may appear mcre or less subjective to some
critics. But at the same time it is needless to say that in the matter
of text-criticism involving the consideration of old and new texts based
on the nature of ideas and thoughts embodied in the texts, this sub-
jective process is inevitable. We have tentatively attempted this
classification as it appears to us pcssible from the facts set forth above.
As regards the authorship of the remaining prekaranas excepting the
fourth, there is hardly any doubt. Even Gaudapada’s authorship of
the fourth prakarane is not now seriously contested and therefore is
not discussed in this article.

It will be now clear that the whcle of the agama prakarana is
not a Sruti text but contains a Sruti text namely the mandikya upa-
nisad on which the remaining portion of the prakarana is a sort of a
commentary whereas the other three prakaranas are an elaboration of
the central doctrine of the upanisad.
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