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NEW LIGHT ON THE GAUDAPADA
KARIKAS *
B, N. KRISHNAMURTI SARMA,
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The opinion is strongly held in the fashionable olroles of
Vodants Philosophy that the Karikis of Gaudapada on the
Mangukya—upanisad have bsen mistakenly confounded with and
taken as & part of the original Upanisad by $r1 Madhvacarya
and his followers., This attitude of Madhva has been severely
oriticized ' as one of scholarly stupidity and he and his philoso-
phioal system have been sought to be discredited on this and on
other acoounts, -

1 propose to demonstrate in the course of this article that
the ‘ upanisadio theory ’ of the Karikas (as I shall hereafter
designate it ) is perfectly tenable. It can readily be pointed
out bhat the tradition which Madhva inherits and in accord

with which he reads the first twenty-nine Karikas of Gaudapada
as part of the Mandikya upanigad is a very old one, ‘And apart
from what Madhva snd his follawers have to say, the masd of

external evidence relating to the fext and intefpfréi_tiaﬁoﬁ"'of the
Karikas unmistakably proves that Madhva's position is entirely
justifiable, ' S

* The rights of reproduction, translation etc, , are strictly re-
gerved, The article shall not therefore be reproduced or translated
without Grst obtaining the written consent of the writer.

1. Modern scholars have not so far openly come out with a
criticism of Madhva., But orthodox advaitins of the past century like
Triyambaka Sastri have written elaborate criticisms not however
available in print. Many responsible votaries of Advaita still hold
the belief that Madhva has committed & serioua blunder and preach
it a8 & fashionable fad. o
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Before proceeding to set forth and examine these grounds,
1 18 nocessary to briefly notice the arrangement of the text
according to the Advaita and Dvaita schools of Vedanta.

The Gaudapada Karikas, two hundred and fifteen in number,
are arranged in four gections or chapters, designated Agama Pra-
karana, Vaitathya- Prakarana, Advaita-Prakarana and Alatasanti-
Prakarana in order, The Advaitic tradition asoribes all of them
to the authorship of Gaudapads, the grand-preceptor of Sankara,
The first twenty-nine karikas about which has arisen the present
controversy, come under the first chapter, They are inter-woven
with the original upanisadio passages at regular intervals and
are introduced everytime with the words : atraite $loka bhavants.

The arrangement of the Upanisad acoording to Madhva
oonsists of four short Khandas. The Karikas are interwoven
with the original upanigadic passages and are introduced with
the same remark as in the other school, The Upanisad thus
ends with the twenty-ninth Karika. It is interesting to note
that with the first twenty-nine Karikas which Madhva reads
a8 part of the Upanisad, also ends the first chapter of Gauda-
pada.

It 'will be seen from the foregoing that Madhva has in-
corporated only twenty-nine of the whole lot of Gaudapada-
Karikas numbering two hundred and fifteen into the original,
We may also remember that the twenty-ninth Karika marks
the close of & chapter i.e. of a topic. The designation of the
first ohapter as Agama Prakarana would seem to suggest ! the
(quasi )? scriptural character of that chapter which indirectly
strengthens Madhva's pogition. If therefore, as had besn
suggested, Madhva had been misled and had mistaken there is
nothing to have prevented hi a from mistaking some more or
all the rest of the Karik”s' Inadvertence is unimaginable
on the part of Madhva whno is all alert, And the faot that he
himself attributes the Karikis to some other source equally
distinot and different from both the Upanisad and Gaudapédda
proves that he was far from inadvertent, 1t follows on the
other hand that he deliberately indentified the twenty-nine
Karikas as part of the Upanisad, When we say that Madhva

1. Prof. K. Sundararama Iyer of Kumbakonam, who is one of
the ablest expositors of Advaitic tradition in these parts, in the
course of one of his talks with me opined that there need be 10 quarrel
over this since even the Advaitins tacitly attach soriptural validity
to the disputed Karikas by dubbing the chapter Jgama Prakarana,
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inoorporated some of the Karikas of Gaudapads it is under-
stood that he was aware of the whole body of the Karikis
numbering two hundred and fifteen, His own ocommentary
on the Mandukya Upanisad shows that he was aware of the
Advwuitio interpretation of some of the Karikas, And the fact
that he has taken no notioe of the rest of the Karikas shows that
he ought to have had very good reasons to doubt the genuine-
ness of the tradition which attributed those twenty-nine Kari-
kas to Gaudapadda, Madhva could as well have given the slip
to the Advaitin by coolly turning his back upon all the Karikas
and boyootting them., Why should he have worried himself
about the Karikas of a oertain Gaudapida who was above all
olse a pucoa Advaitin ? Madhva, it should be remembered,
was a rising philosopher., He was a newcomer in the field,
Would he have jeopardized his popularity by ocommitting a
congcious blunder and introducing what would otherwise have
been 8 new ~fangled fad ? Would his rivals and oritios have
simply tolerated his aberrations ? Could he, I ask, have simply
attempted the feat? Or again, Madhva ough.l: to have known
very well that that surely was not the way either to beard the
lion in his own den|

The faot that with the portion which Madhva regards as
part of the Upanisad also ends the first Prakarana of Gauda-
pade is significant. The evidence against Madhva would have
been stronger, and still more conolusive if he ha.d‘ ventured
into the ‘ Karik& portion ' a little further and appropriated some
more. Bub it would be enough to appeal to the. ooPtinuity, of
thought which is seen throughout the Upanigadio passages
and the suspected Karikds sgainst the view that the latter
have been mistakably or forcibly appropriated, The phrase
Mayamatram idam dvaitam sgainst Madhva's interpretation of
whioh 8 hue and ory is often rajsed, is thus an obvious af\d
unmistakable echo of & foregoing icch@matram prabhol_n sratih.
It will thus be seen that Madhva's rendering of mayamadtram
into sech@mdtram has not only dialectical and verbal b1‘1t also
gsemantic and ocontextual consistenoy —a faot to‘whmh Sri1
Vy&saraja Svamin himself draws pointed attention in his
Nyayamrla, Srinivasatirths, in his oor'nmantary on the .M&nd'u.
kya Upanisad points out the interrelation bet'wet?n the Upani-
sadic passages and the Karikas and the continuity of thought
{s suffioiently discernible to rebut the oharge of t.heir
having been foroibly or otherwise sifted to suit a preconceived

notion,
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The same amount of consistenoy cannot be shown on the
Advaltic side, The advaitic interpretation of the karika mé=i
I @Adq involves great confusion and a lot of inconsistenocies.
Some kind of arggwa® is evidently sought to be made out by
the dictum : ¥¥= gf A Facdla « @x:. Now, the proper state-
ment of it would be in the form of what is called a
Such a syllogism would run: w§=t 7 =y | qfY g fada .
ey | TeATeTRA S | 4L e. to say :— T'he universe does not exist,
If it existed, it would disappear, It does not so disappear. There-
fore, it does not exist, Now, this is more than the Advaitin can
conveniently grant. It would be hazardous for him to deny
that the universe does disappear — no matter when, The entire
edifice of Advaitism rests on the assumption that the phantas-
magoria of oreation disappears at the dawn of monistic cons-
ciousness. So then, the dictum : gd<it ¥ A Fada would only
Isnd him in difficulties. Gaudapada, an adept in logic that he
was, would not have framed such an awkward dictum which is
go suicidal in effect. The best thing for the Advaitin would
therefore be to absolve (audspada of the authorship of such
karikas and adopt the other alternative of regarding them as

part of the Upanigad whose interpretation however, may quite

logically. be.left an open question....
- . However that may be, the karika wY 7’¥ R%q (and many
others besidesto be noticed presently),Q U4 karika is extremely
fatal to Advaitic dogmas. One may also draw attention to &
palpable contradiotion between Sankara’s own dicta : gamamIg
and femeRfEaa. The other hemistich QAwed AfEdq sadr
g} FARA is equally fatal to Advaitic dogmas. It unmistakably
establishes the reality of the universe by means of a reductio ad
absurdum, The reasoning runs:
" The universe if it were a phantasy would be negated
some day.
.‘.It 1s not so negated.
'« It is.not & phantasy.

That is to say, it is a reality !

The. Naropantiya' has a luoid exposition of the whola
argument : fseq: Y= AR FRUe: e Fada g qymeramRTaT-
wwaémamaqﬁw | 9 g gaiead | a%e:ﬁﬁwﬁwmﬁm'

Rpe: T zsmawt%ﬁ‘m \
q ar
mﬂ*ﬁﬂﬁ \ g s @ et i

1. A printed commentary on Madhva’s Tattvodyota,
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Gaudapada could not have framed such a wvyapt for him~
solf | As Vadiraja Svamin ' aptly remarks : .
g4 i qsaugFEa g 5T |
a7 wisifega Raae agids
gAY HEaET 't 9EA1 34 |
A AT AAF T 1
vd = mgell &= F A shid A
v meMRiiepEaEd @Gedd |
Another case of dootrinal inconsistenocy orops up if we
assume Gaudsapada to be the author of the Karikas. Just see.
What is his view of the nature of the world? That it isa
merest illusion (@rFmATET ). It is interesting to note that in the
first chapter several theories of the nature and motive of orea=
tion are stated and refuted ® :—
fafe e = mﬁ gt |
T Rl |
o q@ﬁﬁ 9 R |
FHEER FAR FR FIHEEH
qTY qﬁfﬁw& FerfEfermy |
AT RISTATHETHE F1 TR
And among the theories thus oritioizéd is foimd the

s qﬁ@f&m Sanknra says that here reference ia made
to two views of oreation 'EwEEW argraeqrafa’. - Of these, the
latter is obviously the Advaitio view (of. ARTAERERR ).
There is no denying  the fact that the real Advaitin regards
the world as the merest illusion (mwsq) Sankara himself
nl:rikea a timely note of warning * at the end of his oomment-

-ary on the Vedants Sitra: @Wﬂ%ﬁﬁ (II, 83 ), that the

truth of the unreality of the Universe should not be lost sight of.
From this it is olear that the Advaitin is pledged to the theory of
the unreality of the Universe. But the conclusion of the author

1. Yuktimallits of Vidiraja, Kumbakonam Edn. p. 435,

2, Gaudopads Karikas I, 7-9.

3. Vicaspatl Midra comes oub with a olear confession qmm‘@ q1
fawd T FRe ¥ daiam,  Sabkara himaelf declares : mewm sfimdr:
g AR sereafimg:

4. 7 ¥ qeedfEear gyl wmwﬁaammmm |

. ARG AT AART e fes o (11, 38). R
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of the Mandakya Rarikas is different : RgetweaarEisy whioh im-
plieg that the universe as caused by the Will of God is &
reality, The Kariks " SRS &I @l simply denies
that _God is motivated by any external desire, personsl aim
or ob;gotive in his oreation of the world but not that the world
1t_self 186 reality'] If it were not 8o, the whole series of
purvapaksas and the show of an ultimate conclusion would
be grotfasqualy out of place and would amount to & parody of
reasoning. And in the Karikas the theory of the unreality of
the world has been definitely set aside; so. it cannot again be
raised to the rank “of & Siddhanta view. The slightest en-
deavour to do so would constitute an insult to the genius of the
suthor of the Karikas — whoever he be,

. .'l‘he suthor of the Nyayamrta-Tarangini® also adopts &
similar mode of argumentation in establishing the upanisadic
theory of the Karikds,® He points out that TREYA: g and

€ s should be taken as representing the considered
opinion of the author of the Karikas, His reasons are that (1)
tl':te term A% used in connection with oW eto,, neces-
sitates its acceptance as the ultimate conolusion® and (2) that
the absence of terms like 3= in this one case alone, confirms
the fact that it is intended to be taken as the ultimate conolu-
sion of the suthor of the Karikds, Under the ciroumsta-
noes therefore, AR 2t etc. must necessarily mean what

L. Of Nyaya-sudh, p. 309 - sqan sRoniRarmer warder |

2. Tam deeply indebted to His Holiness Sri Suvratindra Tirtha
Bvami of the Sumatindra Mutt for his first drawing my attention to
the fact that Ramacarya is the earliest writer in Dyaita theology, to
h.a.ve felt it necessary in his times to defend the upnxnigadic theory in
"his own way, It might presumably have been a burning question
-of the day. It is s pity, however, that Ramacarys did not deal
.exhaustively with the question or take into mccount the opinions of
-his -predecessors in the other Schools of Vedants such as are at
-our disposal now.

8. B wede T v, . RRRAT SR SRB ?
HA AAWRETS AR ST e Wm
R ORI, AR AT fsdy T
we Ae: || Taraligiad, edited by T. R, Krishnacharya, p. 211.
4 Theterm RAfimr: in the advaitic interpretation turus out
%o be pointless, Why should Gaudapada use snch s torm of eulogy in
connection with a purvapaksa P Jayatirtha also draws pointed atten-
tion to this cue, '

B e e
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gsorad s gy means, That is to say, Madhva's rendering'
of AT into g=eWE is absolutely correct and to the point.
The oonclusion set forth in g<Imm ete. iz that the world is
caused by the will of God and is as such a reality. The
theory of the unreslity of the world having been already
discarded, WM 36 must necessarily mean the same thing
i. e, the world is caused by the will of God. w#mw wmalE=s1 1’
TATR ART = AEATATS | 791 ARATAT Farg=sretame |

Thus an examination of the real meaning of the Karikis
in the light of the context also establishes beyond doubt that
the dootrine of the unreality of the world is not warranted by
the trend of the Karikas; and hence Gaudapada’s authorship of
those Karikas naturally collapses,

The position of the twentynine Karikas qua Karikas is
highly suspicious, Why are hey thrust in between the
Upanisadio passages ? (Gaudapada was after all a commentator
and the normal procedure for a commentator ~ however eminent-
Is to keep the original and the commentary unmixed. He
should not have allowed them to run riot, encroach upon the
original, nay thrust themselves in between the body of the
original Upanisadio passages and thus jeopardize their sanctity
88 & plece of revelation !

This strange admixture of text and Karikas extends only
up to the first chapter. We do not know if Gaudapada himself
was responsible for this. Apologists may come forward with
the explanation that Gaudapads or for the matter of that
Sankara himself might have inserted these Karikas in between
the Upanigadic passages as embodying & most faithful inter-
pretation and as such inseparable from the original. But
suffice it to say that the faithfulness of an explanation or
interpretation has to be acoepted by all and it is for later
generations to say if a particular interpretation is faithful,
Disocounting the self-complacency of the procedure, it is diffl-
oult to see in that case why the same method was not followed
in regard to the rest of the work of Gaudapada., The other
three ohapters stand by themselves. There seems to be no
reason, however, to withhold the honour in their case alone, Or

1, Of, ggmea(3aty AaREFRAR =T
TERAEREAY AASgFe ST 0

2, Of. ardfrspwgiRe A aged |
TAHATAGI S8 TENSSIgEsa 1l
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if it were true that everything pertinent to the original had
been set forth in the first twentynine Karikas, there would
have been no need at all for Gaudapada to have written three
more chapters on the same subject! The only reasonable
oonclusion we can come to on a consideration of these and
similar diffioulties is that the first twentynine Karikas were
not Gaudapada’s own.

He might have had access to an original Upanisad with
an explanatory tract thereon, on which again he based hie
more elaborate treatise, Thus the twentynine Karikas may
have simply served as the nuclei of his later and more detailed
treatise. The designation of the first chapter as dgama Pra-
karapa also suggests the quasi-soriptural character of these
Karikas in contradistinction from the purely secular character
and hHurean authorship of the rest of the work,

II

Madhva's aseription of the Karikas to the upanisad seems
to have met with tacit acquiescence at the hands of prominent
Advalhc writers as well.

(1) Vyasatirtha in his Nyayamria elaborately disousses
the meaninig of & number of so-called monistic texts (advasta
druti)., In the course of his exposltmn he fully quotes the two
Karikas: ‘giar-afy &%’ and ‘ Reed A0 ’
not ag:Karikas- indeed- but as sruti texts par excellence and
establishes after an elaborate process of reasoning that these
Sruti texts do neither ocontemplate nor advooate Advaita Vada.

Madhustidana Sarasvati, the great champion of Advaitism,

vehemently eriticizes the Nyay@msrta in his magnum opus, the
Advaitasiddhi-and leaves no opportunity unavailed of to disoredit
his adversary. In the present oase, Madhusidana could
eagily have assailed his opponent not only for misinterpreta~
’tibn of the Karikas but what is more for his mistaken indenti-
ﬁbhtion and misappropriation of the two Gaudapads Karikss
irito'thie: genuine Upanisadic text. But it passeth strange that
the greéat veteran of Advaitism has simply held his peace and
has ‘slippged over this text of the Nyayamrta, It is significant
to note-theauthor of the Advaitasiddhi, who is at times only
too ready to flare up against his opponent in unparlismentary
inveotive, consoiously overlook a most vulnerable point in his
adversary's position. It is therefore iripossible not to interpret
this * masterly silence ’ into a tacit acquiescence in the Upani-
sadio theory.

New Light on the Gaudapdda KGrikds 43

(2) .. Sankara himself gives no indioation of the anthership.
of Gaudapads in the course of his commentary on the dispuied-
Ksrikss, : Not to speak of & recent theory of Vidhuéekhara
Bhabtaoharya’ that Sankara himself is not the suthor. of the
commentary attributed to him, it is highly surprising that he
does not even once mention the name of Gaudapads anywherse
in his commentary ~ not even where the context requires it!
There is every chance and necessity for him to do so &8
under the headlines: SR =ienEld, he simply adds: &%
yaReah sy StenmEfa, but does not at all say who the suthor
of these #lokas is or why on earth the Upanisad should take any
notice of them. Now, either the Upanisad may be taken to
ocite some parallel passages as is usual in Upanisadio literature,
or Gaudapada himself may be taken to have quoted them from
an earlier souroe for purposes of elucidation. In any oase,
they oannot be his own. The words 3@ BiErmEia preclude
that assumption. If one would rather not have them as the
Upanisad’s own words we have to take it that the quotations
following are from an earlier or contemporaneous source,
This would only substantiate Madhva's attitude toward the
Karikas. If on the other hand, they are to be treated as emanating
from Gaudapada himself, even then the conclusion 1is
irresistible that he is quoting from an esrlier source. In any
case, the paralle]l passages cannot be treated as Gaudspada's
own. Indeed to be his they ought to have been prefaced in a
more complete form. It is ludierous to believe that Gauda-
pads began his treatise in the most abrupt manner possible
without any benedictory verse and plunged into the gubjaet
with a mere—' 50 it is'! And one can legitimately wonder
why at all he should have stated that much (i. e. 33y EerEy)
when the readers oan very well see for themselves what is
going to happen |

(3) And if Sankara had felt them to be the #lokas of
(taudapada he would have said so in so many words. The
versute Editors of the Anandaérama series make out that the
words =i siEmafq proceed from Gaudspida (and not the

upanisad as we may be led to think). But this would result
in suggesting an abrupt and unnatural beginning for the

1. It remains to be seen how Dr, Bhaitacharya who has himself
been carrying on independeut research in regard to Gaudapida would
wiew or weloome the dizclosures m ade in the present article.
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Karikss whioh already suffer' for want of .a benediotory-

Verss. : :
(4) Anandagiri evidently feels nervous that his master
should have left Gaudapada’s name out of aocount st the very
beginning of the Bhasya and he therefore hastens to supply
the omission. He writes : “ siiteqrararser AR SR9HA,
A TR A BT . .. ", A olose
scrutiny of this pagsage would revesl that he himself had his
own doubts and difficulties about ascribing the disputed Kari-
kas to Gaudapada, Anandagiri clearly leans to the view that
Gaudapada used some portion of the Karikds as nuocleus ta
his more elaborate treatise. This original portion he attributes
to some Providential source. The phrase ATAUISTHIE:  Sfogere
is clearly and unmistakably antithetical to the other AR~
gufia,. It only means that Gaudapada had acoess to some ex-
planatory verses which he used as his starting point. These
he attributes to the graoce of Narayana. Madhva attributes them
to Brahma while another authority of whom mention will be.
made anon does likewise, Anyhow, all are agreed that these:
Karikas do not belong to Gaudapada,

The consideration of the oharges against Madbva leads us:

happily enough, to unexpected quarters, During the course of"

my researches into this verata questio I have lightsd upon.
some startling evidences téending to prove Gaudapads & plagi-.
arist| Often times genuine research lands ug in unexpected:
quarters and reveals a staggering vista of information, The-
tables are turngd sooner than we are aware, I have already
suggested in the foregoing pages that the utmost that can be.
said of Gaudapada is that he can be credited with the author-.
ship of all the three chapters excepting the first which ( I further
maintain ) he ought to have used as nucleus to his more elabo-
rate treatise, :

~ (5) Far from Madhva's having sifted or torn off 5 portion
of Gaudapada’s work knowingly or otherwise from its proper-
contéxt and author, and passed it off as §rup text, it is Gauda-

pada who turns out o be the real offender.? Madhva himself"

gives us thecue in his commentary on the Mandukya Upanisad.

1, Tt appears to me that Gaudapada’s beginning his treatise withont -

the usual benediction is highly unaccountable and tends to argue
foreibly against hig suthorship of the first twenbtynine Karikgs,

2. T am aware of the seriousness of &uch an_ allegation but the -

proofs in support of it are glaring, - '
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i : uotes a ‘number of passages from the
1;;1-(11;"21 lflls‘a;'_lcclri :(llltil:}: p‘;.raphmse the particular Karikas begin-
ning with s&=9fY fRa ebe:—

T TEIEEEe: SR Qo |

FEIATE] A T WA gtz |

FARFEAGITT AT |

A ¥ fige @ geie i

Aufq e FEaRERE: |

RFa garania: FARFEROE 7 I

wfqd AR TEEnERE: |

QY o Hal q) & gd A [a 0

faea qurEnd a9 REHEE! | .
And again commenting on the words eﬁ%‘aﬁﬂ wafet he oﬁ;ei
relevant passages from the Garuga in which the propriety o
the éruti quoting from elsewhere in support of its own views
{s disoussed and exemplified:

i 1 passages
fact that Madhva has oited parall.e
fromﬁi?lgl;iﬁm gshows that the Karikds whose import thesa‘
parallel passages convey must necessarily belong fo some‘ﬁrut:
oconsistent with the dictum : FfigrawTRAT 3 ngéﬁ:g Ittlt?a :\;f
of the guestion to suppose that the Gc'iruda' or f?r 6 m8a
that any other Purina thought it worth its whlle.to. paraphra.sez
the Kari' kis of & certain Gaudapada. Asthe Taranging r\in;a.rkg.
amﬁw&qmwﬁmﬁwn%w" Wit o e |7
- "~ . | - -m-: .}-
el | oW @ e | RN A -
qiwg, af3an mmmwmmﬁ% i
aEaR ey gR | R | SR RIS q SR
vy /At R o b
All these parallel passages could not be pronounced to he
tabrioations of Madhva, Oritios and 'so]zolgrs ;c":ot:;d Ze :azz;
i judioe too far if they begin to dou e bom !
,?glﬁggvir:i every step. Let them oonaidef fora whlle‘wha.;
. arth he could have gained by indulging f“ a sysmmatll;i) an
?hileaala fabrioation thus ralsing a hornest’s nest about him.

1, p 128 b, Vide also footnote 1 on page 40.
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Taking 8 more sober view of the situation 'we cannot ba
far wrong in supposing that these parallel passages oited by
Madhvs testify to the existence of an ancient tradition which
identified the disputed Karikas as part of the original upani-
sad. It is only in this spirit that Madhva himself offers thess
quotations. His contemporaries and sucoessors among whom
there were veritable veterans of the day would not have easily
swallowed his pills. Ignorance of the exaot state of the philo-
sophical and polemical atmosphere during the times of Madhva
and long afterwards ( for which lack of sufficient historical
material is & partial excuge ) coupled with a rank Monistic
bias is alone responsible for refusing to see thro' this a
olear oase.

(6) I shall now come to the startling evidence which
exposes Gaudapada in the unsuspected light of a plagiarist,
Its value is naturally enhanced as it comes from one who is
sufficiently impartial and who certainly had no love lost for
Madhvs and his muoch —maligned dualism, It is none other than
Vijfiana Bhiksu, the author of the Sankhya ~ pravacana - bhasya.
Bhikgu oites two verses in the course of his aforessid commen-
tary which are both of them found in the extant and undisputed
portion of Gaudapada’s treatise, One of the verses :

TR RTRAR |

qA | IR O ofn e |
is quoted by Bhiksu from the Visnu Purdna. Commenting
on the S8ankhya Satra I, 152, Bhiksu writes!s ............
SRS TR g R = Ee R A SRRy
ST ARG | 7o oW — 4RI TR0’ sbe. Thin

verse is cleverly given out by Gaudapada with a slight altera-
tion as his own :

THAT TR HGTRR |

q\ .
7 T AT agwha: g
( s 110, 5 )

- Thq‘ Vispu-Purane is a muoh more ancient affair than
Gaudapada and I believe it will be granted by Oriental
scholars that it is not likely that the Vigny Purana has borrow-
ed the verse in question from Gaudapada. The painful oon-
olusion stares one in the face that Gaudapida has plagiarisad
8 bit here - not without an effort to conosal the same.

1 Siﬁkhynpravacayabhagya, Ohoukh, Edn., p, 100,

New Light on the Géudapdda Karikis 47

(7) Anocther instance of a similar procedure is to be

on I A AU AR 7 ag) T T 4

7 gHgTR A% W godar 0 ( aeswor I, 31')
which is quoted ' by Vijiana Bhiksu as a Srufi text!l Bhiksu
writes :— N ~ . N

w faddY 7 sheafaieany gaeg seriiiee greiraasiT
TARYgAREsE: | ARl ﬁ?mmﬁ’(s:iz | AT TR :Qf;—
FEFaIEugIRREE | 7 R widr fRedfa tTagm M e A
qEgHA | ArATRTAER: AR TAAAT ¢ ST | AT
q QAT AY: FEHsEREE g &%

The Bhiksu would not have taken 0 much tm:ouble and
racked his wits to hazmonize his ideas with the text in guestif;;tg
if it were merely a Karika from Ga.ud?pada. Bt;lks_.u is qu}1 )
olear that the text is & éruti which requires to be satlsf?oton v
snswered and explained. He also says how‘he }ma alrg.a'c‘ly‘ re-
coneciled similar §ruti texts advooating Atdva.'itlsm. 6Thg ,95”
swdmits of no doubt or division of op}nion. Bhiksu is :
versatile scholar and cannot easily be dlslod.ged. He Zany;(;c
he mistaken in treating @ [N etc. a8 a én.m wh?se ahvzlha
interpretation he challenges, It is u(:,terly 1fnpossf.ble£t t:" b
is inadvertent ? especially when he is quoting this $ru

adersﬁecg?nclu;ion therefore is that CGtaudapada has simply

3 i arlka. Seeing that at lemst
d off this éruti as his own Karika . the ;
?:?Zf the Karikas of Gaudapads admit ‘of bemg tfaoeé *;:
éarlier sources, a serious and genuine SU:[:IIOI:?{R; ml:gs rlg:tgéﬂ!
tasined with regard to the dispu'e arikas vell,
?\Z:?:l;lv;’»l: agoription of them to the original ;gan;agd- 'i"gt;iu?:
i j been said to prove the:in-
legitimate conjecture. Enough has x o
heegrientf validity of his contention and more will follow. Thus

Geudapada ought to have purposely drawn'® his materials

1. Ibid.p: 225, Bhiksuonce again quotes the same Sr(\lxti 115 hist:o;xlx«
mentary on the- Vedanta—Sttras—which thus leaves 'G'ani:;pay a u ;'a ,Z
¢xposed, Indeed, Bhiksu does not forget to quote it in hie Yoga-
ke tZOO !Bhlksu again quotes the same text in his Sutra Bhagye (p.101)
ulong 'with q rﬂmmgﬁ and repudiates its advaitic interpretatio:é. . race

3. Some such suggestion is presumebly thro‘wn out by San :
himsel? whenever he remarks with significance 13 g :
etc, in his Stitra Bhasya.
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bodily, from various authentic sources while composing his
Karikas. The two verses quoted by Vijfidna Bhiksu only
{1lustrate this methodological device of Gaudapida, He him-
gelf might not have sorupled o use the twenty-nine Karikis
preserved by current tradition as nucleus to his treatise and
might have proceeded, in his zesl, to incorporate them into the
body of his work to such an extent that modern Advaitic tradi-
ton has entirely missed the resl character of these verses and
imagined them to be the original productions of Gaudapada,’ If
the equation of our Gaudapada with the author of the commentary
on the Sankhya Karikas is tenable, further evidences of an apti-
tude for plagiarism can be adduced in the Gaudapdda—vrite,
being an unacknowledged abridgement of the Mathara Vit

(8) Sankara himself throws out unmistakable hints that
he attaches some sort of scriptural validity to these twenty—
nine Karikas, In the opening lines of his commentary on the
second chapter of Gaudapada's work, he writes :—gm 3& T
TG | AT A | T ST doed TR STARRIGRA B T
#qa | It means that the proofs so far adduced in respect of
the doctrine of the unreality of the world being mainly
soriptural, the author proceeds to establish the same on logioal
grounds also. This leaves us in no doubt that the quotation g 34
7 3% is here regarded as & érufi text. Since this occurs in the
Karika verse, it is conclusive evidence to show that this Karika
and others besides are regarded by Sankara as plain §ruti texts
which are sought to be reinforced by logical argumentation.
There is however, a slight difficulty in adopting this view
because in the commentary we find the words gwRaTRdRF
gfdey: intervening between ‘i 3d......" and smwmr a:%gz
oreating the impression that the scriptural text so referred to
is not gY 3 4 A but TEHARANE =@ thus strengthening the
Advalitic view that the Karikas are not to be included in the
Upanisad, But the spurious character of this intervening line is

-1:. .1t would be interesting in this connection to draw the atten-

tion of.réaders to the disclosares made by Prof. R. D, Ranad
and Dr, Belvalkar in their joint publication of the History of ]?:diai

Philosophy, Vol. ii regarding the authorship and anthenticity of the
fourth chapfer of the Gaudapada Karikas (p. 96-7. ibid ). I have
uot 50 far taken up this question or utilised the suggestions of Prof,
Ranade bm§ this question is not germane to my thesis, But I hopg
to'deal with this question exhaustively on a future oocasion,
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self-evident, In the first place, the commentator proceeds to
recount briefly what had been set forth in the previous chapter.
He naturally quotes from the previous chapter. ¢ TsyaTgeid. .. ...~
has no earthly connection with the present context. It has
not been taught in the original and no reference to it can
reasonably be expected. The Karikds themseclves profess
to interpret the Mapdukya Upanisad and not any other, TUnder
the circumstanoces therefore it will be out of place to vefer to
some soriptural text which has nothing to do with subject-
matter, and which does not also oocur in the upsnisad about
which the Karikas and the Commentator himself happen to be
speaking.' No sane commentator would have the temerity to
hang his thesis upon a non—contextual and far-fetched allusion.
Sankars himself cannot be guilty of such a piece of illogicality.
The sentence therefore seems to.be an evident ini.:erpolaj;ion.2
(9) Nor is the above the only instance where Senkara
refers to the Karikas ‘@i 39’ and others as upanisadic texts.
Inthe opening lines of his commentary on the third chapter,
he again remarks: ‘sfiER e | yi=wgE: RERg s SR-
TR | E Bt 7 Bd IR T | Sy AT SRR -
& A TR aemiy @ig | Here again he pointedly quotes a
Karik& verse in company with an upanisadic passage and
argues the doctrine of the unreality of the Universe so arrived
at on the basis of soriptural evidence alone, is sought to be
reinforced through a process of logical reasoning. This leaves
us in no doubt that the text ‘gra §¢— uttered in the same breath
with a recognized Sruti text must also be & Sruti text. And sgain
commenting upon the passage: Al : ¥§ he once more says

Zf o

(10) In his commentary on the Vedania Sautra_ e £
Hodae ( IL 1. 33) Sankara argues very strongly agsinst the
attribution of any motives to the creation of God. We have

1. Itis a mystery why Sankara should have gone all the way
to the Chandogya to cite a $ruti regarding the unreality of the Universe
when he could more essily and npaturally have cited one from the
Mndiikya itself besides the Karika | It is also doubtful whether
A &9 7 @y and cHERANaAid s@ have anytbing in comwmon, Sankara’s
own interpretation of the latter is mot specially favourable to the
Monistio view. .

2. Granted this and construed with swTRAs Ae the Karika gt 3+

{#qd becomes a Sruti toxt.

7
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~already seen how the same topic was digeussed in the Gauda-

pada Karikas as well and what the conclusion put forward by the
author of the Karikas wus. Sankara takes up the cue furnished in
one of the Karikas 39S CRRISTATHFAES % @el reviews various
views about creation and its motive and rejects them one by one
on the strength of §rufi texts whioh disapprove of them- AgPacH
SR Freamh s SR SR | 7 W e g T |
TAE SECE JeaEaTA qaRy TRAET oo A |
HYRGATRRAT | Y AW o Aerey e SRSk
Yy BRI R SREER: | e |
gy | e Sankara here presumably means by
CqmEmgRi ¢ the Karika g6l wwidisgATesmed & wer.  Since
this occurs among the disputed Karikds we have to take it that
Sankara regarded it ns a Sruti text. Thus we have in this ap
additional confirmatory evidenoce for the ressonableness of the
Upanigadic theory.

(11) Woe shall notice andther evidence which olinchos the
issue once for all. It appears beyond & shadow of doubt from
Sankara's commentary on the NrsirhatGpani Upanisad that he
is positively and avowedly in favour of treating the disputed
Karikas as part of the Upanisad, The Nrsizrha in one placo
(IV,1), entirely agrees with slight alterations and omissions
with the text of the Mand@kya Upanisad. Commenting upon this
difference in reading Sankara remarks’:—f T IV
FEaBHRRE SRR & and further on® 3@ FH WIgFT o
o sreETnSar g TRt | CaReanaHag dnteEe gl @it | which
mesns that herein the reading in the Mand@kya Upanisad in-
cludes some $lokas before the Turlyapada while the reading in
the Tapdniys would omit these 8lokas, These Slokas are no
other than the disputed Karikas beginning with af¢: w& gl

:e'bc. Thus Sankara seems to be entirely in favour* of the
Upanigadic theory.

. 4. Lhavenot been able to trace any other Sruti wherein the
wordsageT occur as a wftew 88 is intended by Sehkara and associated
with the act of creation,
2 Works of Sahkara (Vani Vilas Press, Srirangam) Vol X,
p. 108 vontaining Nrsihhatapans Upanigad and comm,
-8, "Ihay p. 110,

_ 4, véla,‘;‘;kﬁra_’s reference to & disputed Karika (I—16), in-his
" Siitra Bhagya with the words ¥ AgraimgmRRu=l: admits of
pther explanations, o

T
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(12) There is also another aud a most effective evidence
in favour of the upsnisadio theory from the works, of Sankars.
His Holiness Sr! Satyadhyanatlrthe Svami of the Uttaradi
Mautt, to whom I submitted my thesis for approval besides help-
ing me in & general manner with very valuable hints and
suggestions and evincing a personal interest in my work was
kind enough to draw my abtention to the Vivekacudamani of
Sankara, wherein the hemistich S aud is
quoted as & Sruti text | 1 am indebted beyond expression to
His Holiness for the particular verse which runs:—

ST FARE TR |
ofd i gftn STATETEAEE 0

and this olinches the matter once and for all. And His Holi-
ness rightly holds that a vigorous research is bound to reveal
many more evidences from extant Advaitic works,

IiI

The balsnce of evidence thus inclines fo the side of the
upanigadic theory. Except for the solitary oriticisms  of
Triyambaks Sastri? a very recent writer,the upsnisadic theory
has continued to pass muster and has not been in the least
questioned or repudiated by hosts of Advsitic veterans who
came after Madhva and who created for themselves many
opportunities and lost none to criticize him,* The suthor of the
Advaita Siddki as indicated before, has obaerved s masterly
silenoe over this vezala questio.

(13) In the Taraiigini for the first time the upsanisadic
theory is sought to bs maintained and reiterated. But.in the

1. Works of sfikara (Vani Vilas Edn.), Vol. xiv, p. 82, §1. 406.

9. These are known to have been answered by the Jate Hulugi
Sriyabpatyachrya.

3. Tt is interesting to uote in this connexion thai Appayya
Dikeita who bore & specisl grudge against Madhva for his quotations
trom untraceable works obc:

AuraEgARE T T 1

7 R FFAFEArT
bas not raised the present problem anywhere. And seeing also that
Vijeyindra Tirtha, bis contemporary and oritic hes not also adverted
%o & discussion of these problem¢, Appayys's silence towards the same
4s established,
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famogs’Brahmﬁnandiya which is & reply to the criticisms of the
Tarangini, not the slightest attempt is made to olear up the
problem of the Karikas. On the other hand, the author of the
Gauda Br‘al-m'zﬁnandig/a tacitly admits the upanisadio theory and
simply oriticizes the dualistic (dvaita) i nterﬁretat‘ion of the
te}ts: AR ebe.  This is clesr from the statement of! the
phrvapakse in the Brahmanandiya, Just see : AT gaw-
28 e gl e AR WCEAATE aud | AR
s W A (SO A Pt o S S
'ﬁ"ﬁ?ﬁ!{ " In the f?regoing oitation the suthor of Arahman-
a.ndzya 800epts WS otc. as & Sruti and oriticizes the interpreta-
tion thereof put forward by the author of the Nygyamrta and
defended by the Tarangini. It does not require a‘geniué to see
that had the Brahmanandiya disagreed with the upanisadio

theory and meant to criticize it, the stat _
) emsnt of th '
would have been made in a different strain.® o e priruapaks:

A colossal misunderstandin i
‘ g prevails inregard to Madhva's
attitude toward the Karikas It has been repeatedly urged in
some quart?rs that he reads them as part of the upanisad. Bven
the late Rai Bahadur Sr14 Chandra Basu—the excellent trans-

lator of Madhva's commentaries on the Upanisads who had -

unflerstoodﬁ Madhva's system miuch better than most modern
writers o‘n“Ilhdian philosophy—has made the mistake of fancy-
Ing that “ the'above Karikas are really Karikas of Gaudapads
but are Tend by Madhva &g part of the Upenigad,” 3 ‘ |

It is therefore necessary to olearly set forth Madhva's atti-
tude toward the Karikas, In the first place, amazing as it might
seeIn, l_\Iadhva never regards the karikas s an integral part of the
Mandufc@ Upani§ad. He is clearly of opinion that the twenty-
nine J_Iarlkis or Slokas as they are oalled, and the rest of the
ﬁpanlsad did not'emanate from the same source, Setting aside
the O{thodox and traditional view of the apauruseyr doctrine
(sﬁwqa) of the Sruts for a while, we may understand in more
mOQE;g*.t_(arms that he was prepared to grant that the author of
the upa;p@ad and the author of the karikas were two different
personages. It will be overstepping the limits of research to

L. Advaitasiddki with Brahmanandiya, Bombuy, 1917, p. 827

dou 2, Aﬁzl: tfurther, no attempt is made by Brahmiananda, after
. closing the Purvapakes, to criticize the upanisadic theory and establial
the authorskip of Gaudapadsa as one would naturally expect,

3. Bacred Bogks of Hindus Beries, Vol, i, Allahabad, 1911.
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prasume to say whether these $lokas were written (or ‘meen’)
before or after the Mand@kya~upanisad or when they came to be
associated with it. Madhva proceeds to show in his commentary
that the Slokas are quoted to explain and reinforece the original.
He also states that Varuna ie the Rsi of the upanisad to whom
they were revealed by Brahma, Divested of its mytho-postic
garb, the import is plain in more modern terminology.

I have already indicated how it would be impossible for
Sankara to account for the presence of the karikis qua karikis
in between the upanisadic texts and how as a consequence of
the admixture of the text and the karikas the sanctity of the
former per s¢ would seem to suffer. With Madhva no such
diffoulty arises. TRBHT: ETRRENT  AERTHETSRET e
gfeerie 1| (Srinivasa Tirtha). The peculiar position of the
Karikas wonld also nscessitate such an inference.

(14) It is no strange phenomenon for the upanisads to
quote in support of their views. Instances of such parallel
quotations (gwredT) can be pointed out in profusion, The
method of introduction is also the same everywhere : @3 g
@Ry @FnEry or a8 we have it in the Mandukya aﬁ{%am
To cite but a few of them -—
a‘qaw:aiﬁ([’raéna i-7) ey (- 10,11 -11, iv=-10, vi-5)
WA w3 waa : (v - 5) agaesngs ( Mundaka iii- 2.9 ) ageafon
(Aitareya ii-4-4) TR s@&aR (Brhad. iv-2'3, vi - 311, vi-4:8)

dEamang (vi-4-23).

(15)aﬁl(have cori:e across an old Telugu Hdition ' of the
Mandukya Upanisad with an independent commentary publish-
ed by Mr. A. Buchia Pantulu, ss & supplement to the ( now
defunct ) * Hindu Reformer,” Madras. This edition contains the
text and the karikas separately numbered, But the last quarter
of the twenty-ninth karika is repeated twice : gafals:
qufadqisi 3 | which is very significant.* Such a -repetition
algo occurs in the Bombay editions with Madhva's commentary
a5 well as in another to which reference will be made anon, Ty
is & well-known fact that the last few words are usually re-
peated in the Upanisads and allied works as a sort of emphasis
and rveiteration. Commenting on this repetition Srinivasa
Tirths remarks : SUREEAenaaMdw Fu¥m and he quotes o

1. Rajs Rim Mohan Roy Pross, 1893.
9. 'This edition is earlier than the Anandésrama Kdn, (1800) and
the repetition in reading seems to have heon hased on well authenticat-

ed Mes,
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woll-known tag : =R fEeRn : acan yrwfaar | Thus, on the.

strength of the repetition we may infer that the. twenty-ninth
karika marks the close of the Upanisad.

(16) I shall now notioe some of the formidable evidences
available from among the Vidigtadvaitic sources. Ramanuja
has not of course left any continuous and complete comment-
ary on any of the Upanisads, But he makes plain his attitude
toward the disputed karikas in the course of his commentary on
the Vedants Satra i.1.1 wherein he criticizes the advaitic inter-
pretation of all the authoritative texts in which the term ™I
occurs, He shows that the term @ does not mean unreslity
or illusion as Sankars holds, AR @y HeREs: FaTEw: | ¥@T-
YHETEIRY gas  AFERgEEE, gawn 1o and he proceeds to
examine & number of Sruti texts wherein the term #M[T ocours,
and offers his own interpretation of them. In the course of lais
oxamination, he introduces a karika: Sfiaeaiz wERT PR 9T |
RN AR TS 3 | TR ATTT RY gt vy g = U’
Ramanuja would not have quoted this karika if he regarded
it as one of Gaudapada. He would have treated it with
ihe utmost indifference if not also with scorn. But the fact
thal he quotes it with approval and places it on & par with &
text from the Svetdévalwra clearly indicates the scriptural
validity he attaches to it.

(17) And naturally enough, some of his disciples followed
Ramanujs, Long before Madhva was born, Kiiranarayana
Muni, & contemporary and disciple’ of Ramanujs, wrote &
commentary on the Mandakya Upanisad in which he treated
the first twenty-nine Karikas as part of the Upanisad and at-

1. S§ri Bhagya, Bombay Sanskrit Series, xlviii. p. 102.

2, Guudapada—kirika, 1, 16,

3. There is some difference of opinion among the followers of
Raménuja ab the present day, whether this Kuranarayana is the snme
martyr - disciple of Ramdnuja. I had occasion to discuss the
question with Mahamahopadhyaya Kapistalam Desikacarya in the es-
teemed_ presence of H, H, §ri Buvratindra Svami Tirtha of Sumaiindrn
Mutt. M. M. Desikiicarya places this Kiiranarayana later than Vedanta
Detika. But I have reasons to believe along with the Jearned Editor
of Kiiranarayana’s commentary in Grantha, that he was a disciple of
Raménuja. I cennot disouss the question here for want of space
Apart from tho question of his identity, the probative value of Lis
attitude t0 the Kprikas rewains unshaken, The question of identity
may be left an open one without any prejudice to my point.

T e e
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teibuted them to the samoe source ns Madhva ' : ISy
ARy @md Favgare ) ... HTRET RN e
egaffd ! He also holds thst these Karikias were ‘seen’ by
Brahma. He also notices the repetition in the reading wafid-
aow: and adds BerewaasrRTEaTOnd) IewaATeet 7 It There
is no doubt that he was fully aware of the more elaborate
treatise of Gaudapada. The work of Gaudapads was well-known
in those days. Yamunacarya has a quotation from it, Nobody
can therefore say with any show of reason that the com-
parative oblivion of the work resulted in a confusion after-
wards of the genuine Karikas with the Upanisad, Kiranara-
yana could not have been removed from Sankara by more
than three centuries; and if just three hundred years after San-
kara there was a presistent tradition which assigned the dis-
puted Karikas to a source earlier than Gaudapada, there i
svery reason to suppose that Madhva had equal access to it in
his own days. Nor is this surprising considering the versati-
lity of Madhva and the wonderful range and variety of his
equipment as is evidenced in his numerous works.

(18) Kiranariyans is not the only writer to be mentioned
in support of Madhva. There is another, belonging to the self-
same school of Ramanuja. It is Doddacarya alias Mahacarya,
who calls himself of the Vadhiilagotrs, and a pupil of Sriniva-
saoarys. He seems to have been a contemporary of Appayya-
Diksita, He is the author of some polemical works against the
Advaita Vada such as the Adraitavidyavijaya, Paraéaryavijoya,
Sadvidyavijaya, Brahmavidyavijaya ete. In the first-named he
oritioizes the monistic interpretation of many Sruti texts, A
Telugu manusoript of the book is deposited in the Government
Oriental Mss Library, Madras, It bears the Deseriptive Cata-
logue No. 4851, I managed to examine the work in parts
with the help of a Telugu Pandit in the Library and to my
gurprise I found the suthor inclined to treat the XKarikas
beginning with sif =@@nERra in the Mandukys Upanisad
as part of the original. Mahacarya is found actually to ochal-
lenge Sankara's interpretation of the text RH Reed wad

1. It was my esteemed Professor, Mah@mahopadhyaya S, Kuppu-
svami Sastriar, of the Presidemcy Oollege, Medras, who drew my
attention originally to Kuranarayana; which enabled me to look wp
his commentaries, And with the help of information gathered from
elsewhere, I was able t0 make an exhaustive study of tl.le question of
his identity and come t0 definite and independent conclugions,
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w9 | Inthe course of his criticism Mahacarya writes :—
RiFERITafanf Sl SOSIoRe. . .. O Gegel CRROTHIaTaTa s | siid
ST | PR aigEEt L. fiRg: & T KK Kk K
ok kool ok ook ok ok :::ﬁsmmlmﬂmml

= vevereeenreen . Thus one more proof is added
if any more were wanted, in support of Madhva’s position.

Thus it will be seen that thers is voluminous evidence in
favour of the Upanigadic theory, And it has been fully and
unregervedly acquiesced in by all the prominent champions of
the three Schools of Vedanta not to speak of alien writers like
Vijnana Bhiksu, The Upsnisadic theory of the Gaudapada
Karikas can no longer be dismissed by the noblesse of Oriental
soholars and savants as & mad freak of Madhva and his
followers. It is high time for the slumbering sexagenarians
of Banskrit Research to wake up and modify some of their pet
theories and opinions in the light of recent research.

And the present article would not have been written in
vain if it would convince impartial scholars and oritics that
Madhva is fully justified in treating the Mandakya Karikas
a8 part of the Upanisad. And I would consider myself amply
requited for all my labors if it would dispel ignorant and
ocalumniatory oriticisms against Madhva and his followers in
this respect. Much remains to be done in the field of the Dvaita
Vedanta of Madhva, A satisfactory solution of the problem
of Gaudapada Karikas would in turn facilitate a sympathetic
approach to and understanding of the system of Madhva ; and
it is hoped the present article hag not failed in this its aim,
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FURTHER LIGHT ON THE GAUDAPADA
KARIKAS.*

B. N. KRISHNAMURTI SARMA, B.A, (Hons).

aEFaRTEa: ghkan sidense ¥

BT, PN W F4T 1

TRt T FREARG RgERR -

RS R Tae SRR

In the course of & paper contributed by me to the Sixth All

India Oriental Conference, Patna, on the Gaudapada Karikas and
since published in Vol. II, No. 1, of the Review,' I maintained that
&r1 Madhvacarya has been wrongly accused of having mistaken
the 'ﬁrst twenty-nine Karikas of Gaudapada—the grand-preceptor
of Sankera—on the Mandukya Upanisad as part of the original
gince these twenty-nine Karikas have been treated as Sruti texts
by all the prominent exponents of the three Schools of Vedanta
such as Sankara,? Anandagiri, Madhusidana, Brahmanands,
Ramanujs, Karanariyaps, Mahacarya Madhvs, Jayatirths,
Vyagaraja Svamin, Ramacarya ete, It would appear therefore,
that Gaudapada was never at all credited with the authorship of
the Karikas of the first or Agama Prakarane as it is called—
& designation not without significance in this connection—and
that Madhva was propounding no new or startling theory when he .
identified these twenty-nine ‘Karikas’ as part of the Mandukyae
Upanisad in his cormentary on the same in consonance with
early Advaitic tradition also. The testimony of the esarly
Adysitic sources to be set forth in detail in the following pages
will amply reinforce this view. -

* The rights of reproduction, translation etc. are strictly reserved.
The artiole shall not therefore be reproduced or translated before
firat obtaining the written consent of the writer.
1. The present article is o continuation from p. 56 Vol. II, No, 1 of
the Review.
2. Vivekacudamani, sl. 406.
3. Advaiia—Vidya-Vijayo.
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I8 THERE ANY PROBLEM AT ALL?

Quite expectodly, my article on the Karikas has evoked
a lot of interesting and hostile criticism on the one hand and
some amount of achromatic criticism on the other. I shall dispose
of the Ilatter in o few words A very learned friend of mine
remarked to me that all my endeavour st the ‘ problem’ of the
‘Karikas' is ‘love’s labor lost'! I ean only trust that my friend
was not serious af the time, Another competent authority, Mr. A.
V. Gopalacarya of Trichincpoly, writes “ T do not know” if any of
the modern exponents of Advaitism maintain that the Eqama
Prakarana is not part of the Mandukye Upanisad but is orily a
production of Gaudapada and I should be surprised if such a
position should be taken up..............ocovveeinn. e S there
opinions possible on this matier to the Advaiting who considered
being -no two themselves bound by their Sampradiya. I do
not believe that any of them will disown their Sampradaya
(Italics mine),

All this amounts to a simple query—Is there anything like
& ‘problem’ of the Karikas at all ? My friendly critics seem
to think there is none whatsoever and thag I am simply
altacking a spectre and a ghost of my own creation! I do
not blame them, for they know not what they say. But I must
howeyer enlighten them that the admission.of the early Advaitins
like Sankara nofwithstanding, the Iater Advaiting, their pfesent-
day descendants and represeniatives —mostly English—educated
scholars —stoutly maintain. that Sri Madhva has committed a
serious blunder in misreading the twenty—nine karikas of Gauda-~
pads as part of the Mandukye Upanisad, In fact, I myself have

heard the same charge against Madhva, urged by one of the -

greatest Sanskrit scholars now living, Mahamshopadhyaya
Vidyavacaspati Professor S. Kuppusvami Sastriar of the . Presi-
denoy College, Madras. And I can even say that I owe the firat
impulse.to my recent researches into the. Karikas to.a criticism
of Madhva in regard to his attitude to the Karikis which
emanated from him. That T am sttacking no ghost of my
crestion would be elear when it is revealed that. already at least
two.prominent scholars ( one of them a Professor from Mysgore and
the other Mr, R, Krishnasvimi Sastri, a scholar from the south )
haye. {slready resolvgd‘to refute my position and estaBlish that
“ go far as the Advaitic position is concerned, there is irrefragable
evidence that all the four books were composed by Gaudapida.”
Teis quite superfluous to add that the noblesse of European écholars
and SaVants generally regard the disputed Karikag ag part:.of
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Gaudapada’s work for the very simple reason that they are not
aware of any other tradition to the contrary., Weber, in his
History of Indian Literature,) opines ‘ The Mandukyopanisad
is reckoned 8¢ consisting of four wupanisads, but only the prose
portion of the firsh of these is to bs looked upon as the real
Mandukyopanisad, all the rest is the work of Gaudapads.”?
Dr A. B. Keith, holds that the Gaudapide Karikas sre * 215
memorisl verses written by Gaudapida, of which the first part
deals with the short Mandukyopanisad.”® And accredited ex-
ponents of Indian Philosophy such as Dr Sir S, Radhakrishnan,
also hold the same view.* 4

And quite apart from contemporary critics, it appears thab at
one time, later Advaiting themselves happened to forget and miss
the real position of the first set of Kairkas and attribute it to
Gaudapada. This initial mistake of the later Advaitins dates
from- the 18th century or thereabout. This mistake, it appears,
began with certain latter-day commentators on the wellfknown
Advaitic works e.g., Rama Tirtha, commentator on Suredvara’s
Manasollasa, Jianottamsa, °° commentator on Subéévara’s
Naiskarmya Siddhi and Krgpanands Tirtha, commentator on
Appayya's Siddhantalesa Sargraha—who sesm to regard the first

1. Tr. by John Munn, and Theodor Zacharine, Tribner, 1882.
2. Ibid.,p.161. Tho Professor unfortunately, confuses the four
Khandas of the Upanigadic text ( prose), withthe four chapters of the

Karikas. .
8. HMistory of Sauskrit Literature, pp. 4756-8. Dr. Kecith, to whom

was sent an off-print of my original article, promptly admitted: “No
doubt there is evidence that the first set of Karikas is not by Goudapida
and vory possibly this is tho case”. It is, nob however, clear what he
menns By this halting and vague confession.

4, The resolute silence maintained by mony L'eput.ed scholars of
Advaita and Professors of Indian Philesophy in gemersl, and the
jejunely nom-committel abtitude adopted by others in reply to' fny
reﬁuests for an oxpression»of their minds only confirms my suspicion
that thoy would fain adopt the excellent policy of ‘giving o dog o b‘ad ‘
namo oand heng him. But sﬁchvtactios cannot siill be repeated with
impunity, ) \ .

5. of g aw: ArATRATRT ag AT TR MeTEArFI IR | 28 I
The text quoted by Suredvara hero is FIFETORET @ eveens (1) 5 Naislmrmytz
Siddhi with comn. of Jisnottamn, p. 192. Bombay Sangkrit and Prakrit

S Qr‘ieq v
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twenty-nine karikas ag Gaudapada’s own, And even as early as
the last century, the illustrious Triyambaka S'asi:ri, is reputed
to have found faull with Madhva for his mistaking the Karikas
of Gaudapads for Sruti. And quite recently, the late lamented
Ramasubba Sastrigal of Trivisanallur, s scholar of no mean
repute, actually raised the question of the Karikas in his criticiem
of the Tatparye Candriki of Vyiagaraja, In fine, there is his-
torical continuity in the charge againgt Madhva, albeit untenable:
and the criticisms, veiled attacks, and suppressed sighs of modern
scholars against Madhva are simply a recrudescence of the old
complaint. As early as the 17th contury A.D. the author of the
Nyayamrta Tarangini which is a ceriticism of the Adwvasta Siddhi,
adverts to the problem of the Karikis and pute up a defencs

of Madhva, And it is obvious that it was a burning question of
the day. It will thus be seen that I am attacking no ghost
of my creation but a stern reality and facing a problem which

deserves to be squarely faced by one and all interested in s satis-

factory solution of one of the most intriguing of textual problems
in Indian philosophical literature,

v

Since the publication of my arlicle, in the March number of
the Review, I have been carrying on further resestches into the
problem of the Karikas and I propose to placs the results of my
Investigations before impartial scholars and critics in the follow-
ing pages. :

T must herein mention that Dr A, B, Keith, of the Edinburgh
Uaiversity, acknowledging receipt of an offprint of my article
writes under date 7, vi, 31:— :

“T have read your paper on the Gaudapada Karikas with in-
terast. No doubt there is evidence that the first set of Karikag
is not by Gaudapadas, and very possibly this is the cage.

I am very doubtfnl whether it is the case that Gaudapids is
& plagiarist (pp. 12,13). The evidence of Vijiiana Bhiksu in citing
the Visnu Purana is insufficient and so also his mere reference
to Sruts™)?

I have already referred to the reported criticisms of my
article by two scholars from South India. Needless to add I await
their threatened action!

1. These and other objections of Dr, Keith will be denlt with in g
geparate note, .
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1 have been accused by soms critics of partiality’ to Mac}hva
in undertaking s vindication of his attitude toward the K5..111k5g.
To such my only answer is that they are using the term pt}rj:}ality
in the wrong sense. Indead, on such a view, any one wr_ﬂ:mg'on
any topic can be accusad of partiality to that topic or the sub;epi;
of his writings, No man can thus afford to escape the charge.
Butb as Zeller has it, real philosophical impartiality_lierf nok mere-
ly in the sbhsencs of all presupposibion.s but in. brmgmg_t’o befxr
presuppositions that are true.  The case is not different with his-
torical or textual problems. My point is that Madhva has been
wrongly accuszd of misreading the Karikas of Gaus]apada ag parb
of the Mandukya Upanisad; and if one wers to point oub {:o. s‘uch
critics that Madhvs is not ab all responsible for the 9r1gma.l
identification of the disputed Karikas ss parb of the upanisad but
that the identity had long been establishsd befor.?. him a.n‘d
accepbed as valid by ell prominent Advaitic and Visistadvaitic
writers, where is partialiby in this?

Anothes criticism warns me that T am wrong in snying t_lta.t
Gaudé.pida is a plagiarist.’ Here again, there is & slight mis-
concéption. My point here is that if we are slow to recog nize
that Gandapada incorporated the existing explanatory mantras Qf
the Mmzciﬁlcya upanisad inko the body of his separabe work, no
doubt with the best of inteniions, we ave driven to the urnthaplpy
necessity of suspscting him of plagiarism since textual eVJernc?s
enable us to trace some of his well-known Karikas oceurring in

1. Msahamahopadhyzya Dr Ganganath Jhs, for instance has heen
kind enough to remark, “Your work shows to the neutral man traces of
seotarian biss.” Bub I submit that in the light of further evideqcesv
brought together in tho present artiole, it would be olear that :qgly_a
falso sense of loyalty to ‘alloged’ advaitio tru.dil".ions pre,ve_.ggs many
scholars from realizing that Madhva is pot the original sinner in treatin g
the diepute_d karikas as $ruti but that all esrlier Advaitins too have

themselves followed tho same procodure.

2. Dr. Koith’s objection to iy dubbing Gaudopwda a plaglfurivst
relates not to the first set of Karik®s but to some others occurriqg in the
other portions of Gaudapada which are traced to earlier sources in later
works. Since Dr, Keith admits that very- possibly Gn.u(.lq,pa:do, is.not the
author of the firat sel of Kaurikas, the question of his plagiarism also does
not. grise in bhé absence of any elojm on his-behalf to: the mtg,bmth?p_-‘gf
those K&rikds.

1
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the other (u'ndisputed? )! parts of his work to still earlier sources
‘—f& fact which jl‘mtiﬁes a gimilar suspicion being entertained in
the cago of the disputed Karikas as well (which turn out to be

' Sruti tefxbs_ on Sankara's and his followers’ own showing),

e Of course, it was not the central thesis of my article that
Gaudapida must be a plagiarist. Rather, I was demonstrating
that the accusation of mistaking the Karikas of Gaundapida for
:.S'ruti texts agninst Madhva would, critically examined, lead to the
Inevitable nemesis of engendering s charge of plagiarism against
Gaudapada himeelf and casually pointed out what may be re-
garded as evidences in this direction by citing Vijiana Bhiksu.
Dr Keith's objections against the evidence of Vijiana Bhiksu are
trjfri:remely volatile and will be dealt with in some other connec-
ion, .

- But to return to my point, it is my firm belief that the
presence of the twenty-nine Karikas qua Karikss in Gaudapada
can be satisfactorily explained otherwise than as a plagiarism. I
have set forth my explanation sufficiently clearly on an earlier
ocession. I do not hold Gaudapada to be & wilful plagiarist who
want_e_d to hide his real colors. My complaint is against the
modern Advaiting who seem to have missed the real truth about
the karikas and who by thoughtlessly accusing Madhva have
created a veritable quagmire around themselves. I have clearly
anticipated that Gaudapada did nob care ‘ for what we call
originality.’ I merely drew attention to the two quotations in
Vijiana Bhiksu to corroborate the possibility and probability of
Gaudapida's having embodied the twenty-nine ‘ Karikias ' of the

1, - Whatever we may think of Wallesor's startling disclosures re-
gerding the . authorship and suthenticity of the fourth chapter of
Goudaydda which even jeopardized the very existenco of an indivi--
dual author of the name of Gaudapwuda, tho parallel presages in the.
Tarkajoald of Bhivaviveka and in Gaudapide descrve attention from
o different point of view viz, of determining lLow for Gaudapzde
coild have drewn from his undisputed Buddhistio predecessor. Dr, S, K.
Bolvalkar's (Basu Mallik Lectures on Vedsnta, p,183) ultimate suggestion
of “the possibility of the Tarkajvala referring to an independent toxt py
author that may have beon also drawn upon by the suthor of the
Gawlapadiya-Karikas " cannot still absolve Gaudapida of a habitual
aptitude for “drawing” without acknowledgment from earlier sources op
writers (it does not much matter whether these arc Buddbistic or cven
carlier “Ved@ntic writers” cf. op, cit,, p. 183, £. n.2)—un attitude
which may have its own valuo in regard to the question of his authorship
of the first.get of Karik¥s. Want of space forbids an entry into thess
controvorsinl issues. h
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Mangtkya Upanisad into his more elaborate treatiso— being
presumsbly struck by the apparent Monistic tenor of -the
‘ Karikas.' :
Trom the evidences that T have already set forth in my
previous article, and others still which will follow, it would be
utberly impossible to deny that the disputed Karikas were from
very early times regarded even by emrly Advaiting ag part of the
Mandakya Upanisad, Granbed this, the authorship of Gaudapads
must collapse. One cannot serve two masters —nay not even the
modern Advaitins, their present-day descendants and representa-
tives. The disputed ‘ Karikas’ must either belong to the Upanisad
or to Gaudapads, There is no half-way house belween the two.
And aince the early Advaiting themselves have admitted them as
¢ srutl’ texts, the only way out of the difficulty isto admit that
Gaudapada merely embodied them in his move elaborate freatise -
and did not want them to be mistaken for his own. If, however,
modern Advaiting and their representatives desire to be more
loyal than the earliest exponents of their School, and insist willy
nilly on the suthorship of Gaudapida whalever the internal
textual evidencs to the contrary in the earliest works of their
own School, one is consirained to draw attention to the inevita-
ble nemesis of such misplaced loyalty! In the light of the
unequivocal evidences in support of the upanisadic theory of the
Karigas in the recognized works of Advsita, it would be little
short of a pious petulance to insist on the authorship of Gauda-
pada, In other words, those who would still uphold the authorship
of Graudapade must do so af their own risk and af the risk of
subjecting Gaudapada to a charge of plagiariem which is bound
to be suggested by the voluminous evidence disproving his
authorship. This iz my finsl say on the matter and this my
reply to such of my critics as have misunderstood the .chatge
of ‘ plagiarism.’ -
’ VI

I shall now proceed to set forth further evidences from w
among the early Advaitic sources in support of the ‘upanisadic
theory ' (as I have herein designabed it }. without further ado,

EARLY ADVAITIO SOURCES SURVEYED.T.

* (19) In addition to the express statements of Ssiikara,
in his Sutra Bhasya, the Vivekactdamani, the Nrsinha-Tdpant

* The numbering of the points is continued from the first article in
the Review, Vol, 1T, No, 1, p. 56.
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Commentary ofc,, already quobed by me inmy first article,! we
shall herein notice ons more statement from the commentary on
the Visnu Sahasranama, In the course of his exposition of the
Holy Name Vigyq? éaf:ka.rs. quotes a number of Srutis. o writes:
C o, ceeecenn, STRRARAIY RIORRY
FUNTHR T FE 9L T |
SRR 7 U SmEisE:
[T FURE: A |
THIR S e s e |
ST gt Reeerter g ford |
FETAHR Fian R o Sraf 1
SRR SRR Ra: |
SR BRT &7 @ gidad 9= 1 2y
Slrereat, SHAETT:, Saam, et e gferv: 41
It is clear beyond a shadow of doubt that Sankars here quotes
these as sruti texts. And the fach that he himself quotes later on,
three other Karikas from the undisputed portion of Gaudspida’s
work and aseribes them expressly to Gaudapada fully proves that
he made a pronounced distinction hatween the two ssts of Karikas

and identified the one as part of the Siuti. The Karikas quoted
from the undisputed portion sre :—

nﬁﬁiﬁaﬂ?;ﬁxﬁmm |
FHIEAIT BanTeTeRTgA 1
Tadd Wiaer ahmdRmar |
wgRwE Bawad wnea: 0
41 TR AR Ry =y Arr
T SRR R} =@ A i

TR e S _

(R0) It would come as & surprise to my would-be critics
that SureSvara, the immediate disciple of Sabkara, is heart
and soul in favor of treating the disputed Karikas as Sruli
toxts. A close serutiny of his Brhadaranyaka- Bhasya-Sloka- T ar-
tika has revealed that he mekes & clear distinction befween the
. Karikas occurring in the first chapter of Gaudapada which he
distinetly dubs Sut texts and others occurring elsewhers in
Gaudapada which he quite faithfully attributes to Gaudapada by

1. Ibid., pp. 60, 8L,

2; fRn} foghwgz € qmrmEerg) -

8. Opening sentence of the Mandukya Upanisad,

4, Visnu Sahasranama Bhasya, Vani Vilas Edn, Pp- 34, 85,
5, Ibid,, p. 24-5, o
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name. And Anandagiri, who has forfunately comn}enbefi on the
Brhadg@ranyaka Sloka Vartika of Surefvara, also identifies the
ps;ss&ges as Sruti texts or ag those of Gaudepads as the case may be.

Suresvara has :— )

afefrar ey =EEER |

Tz e aTgrr TSI I
wherein he refers to Gaudapiada by name, and quotes f‘rom .the
undisputed portion of his work. Anandagiri faithfully identifies
this Karika :— o

SfeIfEr et TR (EhieTa |

ORTREAR: agame Rk |

(IL,17)

with the remarks: SETgwER| Sk doERe qrEd SAOER
These remarks of Sureévara and Anandagiri have to be contrasted

- with Sure§vera's:—

AT SRR |
genl TR ST AR 0
snd Anandagiri’s significant comment: - .
iR g TRroTa A | kaeAnd | gffiasgind Sva i
Suresvara's next reference to a disputed Karika is as here-
under :—
FRIFOEE) aTfaese Bpsaerar |
T : FROESES &1 g 99 A fgaat | o
on which Anandagiri comments : ST @M w‘zrmaama‘afmr EiREE
azarf‘m A w&a ° | Notwithstanding the f ?cf; that fuure.s‘vara
and Anandagiri do not refer to this disputed Kar}ka 28 n'sruz“z inso
many words, it is plain that they did regard it 28 a sruti gince
another verse preceding it in the text of the Karikas and yel
others following it are found quoted as sruti texts. ‘
SureSvara further on identifies Gaudapada Kariki i, 3, as
srufs ;—
ar RriRe e toe: TREwEE |
Y FAE 3 ST

Brhatl&rmzya,fm Sloka Vartika &ith comm. Anand@iiama Edn,,p.510.
. Gaudapads Karikd i, 14..

. Anandagiri, p. 566. . '

Suredvarn, Brhadvartika i, 4, 713, snd Goaudupdde, i, 11,

. Anandagir, p. 576.

. Suregvara, i, 4, T4

o w o
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T have already, in my previous article ' drawn attention to
the significance of the term * Ggama’ in Sankara’s commentary on
bhe Gaudapade Karikas—aw 3 7 Rerdme | strnmenst 4% 0 Here
also ‘Karika’ i, 3, of Gaudapads is referred to as an ‘Ggama’ ie. a
Syl text, Earlier in this connection, we saw Sureévars remark-
ing: a’%‘-iﬂﬁﬁﬁl’%ﬁ: which Anandagirvi fully clarified as s vef-
erence to Sruli: wAYR g Ry | Here again, Anandagiri
clinches the matter to the ubter consternation of critics when he
remarks : Y it wafX | AOFEAR? 1 T leave them fo swallow
this pill as best as they could.

Anandagiri himself, elsewhere in his commentary on Ghe
Vartika cites a passage from the disputed portion of the Karikas
and identifies it as a Sut on his own authority. This same
is also rather loosely associated with Gaudapada by Sankars in
his Sata Bhagya to which reference had been made in my
first article.? Tt is this same text that is also quoted by Ramanujs,*
Anandagir, in the course of his commentary on the Sembandia
Vartika of Suredvara wribes : g ity e, aEmfe, aear ssae
Rariiaet I agFesrED: gom | g Fef | sraaERE R <
FPERARTATIATEA, SRR RTTAT GRT TETha: TTed s | Sy 9e g,
AR, Wiy sEt fam, arRmee et i 3
TS yieveafiiing fig: 7 awatiaam: soran semta © 0

In the foregoing passage, Anandagiri quobes s disputed
Karika first and then follow other texts of well-known Srutis and
Smrtis |l Tt is clear that the first passage from its very place at
the head of the quotation, must be a Sruts text since otherwise it
~ would be little short of an unpardonahle sacrilege to relegate the
other Srutis to a secondary place and give the first place of honor to
a Karika of Gaudapads. Anandagiri, T am sure, would not
plead guilty to such a charge. Everything is right when we
ramember that Anandagiri has already identified many of the
so-called-* Gaudapiida— Karikds ss Sruti texts and the Dpassage
‘ST, ...  is no exception.

Thus, it will be seen that a very clear, sharp and pronounced
distinction between the disputed karikis on the one hand and
others ocourring in the undisputed portions of Gandapada’s work
is ' made by Sankars, Sureévars and Anandagiri. On an earlier

1. Review of Philosophy and Religion, vol, 11, No. 1, .48,
2. Anandagiri, comm, p, 582, :

8. R. P. R, vol, ii, No. 1 p, 60, £n. 4

4. looe. cit, . 4. -

5. Anandagiri’'s Comm, on Sambandha Vartike, pp..57, 58..
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jon,! T drew attention to & pesssge® in Anandagiri’s sub-
Zif:zzﬁi;;y to Sankara’s commentary on the karikas of the
Mandakya Upanisad which on close scrutiny was show? ’c-o.pre:
supposs & decided distinction between the two sets. of ‘Karikis
( one to be reckoned as peaxt and ?arcfel of the Upams_ar}, and the
other as belonging to Gaudpada) in view of the ani:it'hesm b‘ei:ween
the two phrases ' METRMRET ARESIE: Sfiear, and 'qrfn&-
guftan B | | It is really gratifying tonote t{xat suc}l & distine-
tion is really confirmed by internal l;extual_ ev1den_ce.m Anat}da—
giri's commentary on the Brhadiranyaka Sloka Vam‘ka (hemdes
the evidence of the original ) and hence coul'd not be dlsmlsse_d, as
may be sought to be done by cri_tics, a3 1-.ep§?mg on a tortuous . and
hair-splitting interpretation of‘ Ansndagiri’s wo1:ds. Indeed,.bure-
dvara quotes * in all, four Karikas from the _undlsputed portion of
Gaudapads and atiributes them to Gaut_ia;.)ada by naime whereas
he qﬁotes three disputed Karikads and ascribes them in 80 many
words to the Srut in which he is expressly supported by Angndg-
s Summing up, vherefore, we find that Sankara, Sureéyz_tra, and
Anandagiri ave all three of them fully and unre_zseryedly in f{).vor
of reading the disputed kirikas as part of the Mandulya Uz?am.sad.

Other Advaitic works dating from a.ftel‘ the thirteenth
century will be examined on a laler oqc?mon. ) I ?.m al}'eady
working at them and the resull:? of my investigation will be
placed before scholars and critics in due course. o

1. Review of Philosophy and Reiigz‘m, Vot. [I, No. 1, p. 44.

9. sftaqiaraTder ATTOETE: TIATAT Hrga e Aes O Eanery arard-
sffrTey cqiTaTy: AT HIE ete. ; L
3. erREmar U T w@mqf%a I
wgerd tgargter TS A
A SRR w arfd
g T TACTE FArEATRGRaa I
AR WfATaETErYr |
FTREIArYT AR ST |
sFTmTEaTETE: aarEree anR |
arfiada FEAT GRS I
ARSI SEHT A ZEUT garEa: 1
e AR TEITTGAT w0 -
gl 9 A R T AR g
SPhTTRATATE (U FEaaRy
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STILL FURTHER LIGHT ON THE
GAUDAPADA KARIKAS*

B. N. KRISHNAMURTY SARMA, M. A,

A RaRE AR sttsaee Y
BTG g faeada 3 qun |
AFAEAT T Al RgeHRdSeg -
s ﬂ:ﬂ TGS SEhaR ST |
readil;:-egfl‘l ghet:?idfggﬁswu:]gcedplll)dosophy i el e
: \ e Yy me on an i i
(1)1f1 éxg);:t 5‘c:lf t}?e view that the Karikas of the Ag?;j;“ﬂi‘;‘;iﬁg
toxts orming parof the Aimpmi pe, e rogorded sa i
by all the early writers of th;a Ady:ait: a\?ifiaadn:: ‘d o e oo
i;ze;zh;a(;?agfge'; }?galrlst li'Iadhva of having mista,,kzidti}izz tlléglx‘-ei:
Without stopping b taks noss of g 187 be ustaind
ru i i
?::es ftronIl early Advaitic sources migZ: ];):igew;itfnng dv}::::é
hy se;;; :;t; ogrg;egﬁ to set forth additional corroborative evidences
i support of adhva from among the other Advaitic works not
potiood . acy (;oYerlng a per'lod altogether of six centuries from
the 1 h ertain schematic exigencies, however, prevent a
phrict hy c ;onolog.lcal trea:bmenb of the evidences ; but it is hoped
hat. te in orn:'mtlon furnished in the body of the article anent
o date or period of the works examined, then and there, would

be enough to enable the read
ers to i .
rearrangement of the whole if so de?uﬁie ® strlofly chronologioal

VII

When Vy3sarsja Svamin (14
‘ . 67-1539)
against the Advaita Vedanta in his supreltze

threw the gauntlet
classic, the Nyaya-

* The rights of translati

T 1 nslation, reproduction ete. i

1 l?t% iu.r]:u.vlo ]: all not, therefore, be reproduced or tr:;lrel s:r:ictl;" o o
ning the written consent of the author ated without first

1. This article i inuat
Review. tcle 18 a continuation from page 55, Vol. iii, No. 1 of the

2. Vy&8sargja Svamin, also k
. 3 , ) known as Vygsati i
Eg]d ni!:n c;fn thgtIY; ga,yaﬂagar Empire and Advisil-sgg%ﬁ;ng: tkthe guardxa.n
T Ly oth 8 who succze@e(_l him; and for a time evell?m Piin by
b contegn yanagar., A brilliant biography of Vyasatirth s mives
oY i Sonte mP“"Y"POGt Somanatha in hig exce lent C npl Eaves
e S R R I
od by Caitenas ) » Lhe Bengal Bchool of Vaj i -
Vye 'y!l iy Y& owed its inauguration to Lak¢mipati a direoetuad'ils:?p}]: ‘gf
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myta, Madhustdana Sarasvati readily accepted the challenge and
gave forth his Advaita-Siddhs in brilliant reply to the above. Asa
follower of Madhva, Vyasaraja accepted, without reserve, the
position of his Acarya that the twentynine Karikas of the
Mandukya Upanisad were really part of the original and were
not, as claimed by some stray Advsitins,' the composition of
Gtaudapada though finding a place in the Agama Prakarana of
the latter’s work., From this vantage then, Vyasatirtha argued on
occasions® that certain of these texts were prejudicial to the
interests of an Advaitic attunement of the Vedanta.

Madhusiidana was therefore, in duty bound, to set aside the
claims of his adversary. A careful scrutiny of the passage of
arms between these two veteran controversialists of the 16th
century throws much startling light on our present problem.

(21) Discussing the Ekajivajianavada of Advaitism that
the phantasmagoria of creation is the outcome of the beginning-
less Nescience of a single individual, Vyasatirtha argues? that
guch a hypothesis finds no support in the Srutis, which, even
while explaining the operation of this N escience on the Atman,
use the plural in sign of the fundamental plurality of selves.
To this Madhusiidana replies that the texts such as AR
gdqrm: ete., should be explained away in the light of those
which assert that the one Atman or Jiva it is that is subject
to Nescience. It is precisely at this juncture that Madhustdana
introduces the well-known Karika of Gaudapada; SATIRHIEAT
gu:e 88 & Sruti text supporting his contention :—dg JIiay,
AR ASTE SREEET, i AR e, 8
d9g A REA 4R sIf: ATFaREAEHREE R TEE -
SAERGARG G TR R TR ATRTANER W | ¢ SR
ATIT G a0 ST wgea’ (G.K.i, 16) gk gRE uhememit e
A0 RRAATERFEARETAT, | R REdeT, sRe @R

1. Besides the Nyaydmria, Vy#satirtha wrote other masterly treat-
ises, the Tarkatdndava and the Tatparyacandrikd. In the Candrikd too, he
cites certain disputed Karikas as Srutis. In a modern work entitled
Candrikakhandana the late RBmasubba Sastri denies that the text quoted
by Vyasatirtha in one place: RFTHET T T is o Sruti and claims that it is
a Karikd of Gaudapada pure and simple.—p. 124, Madhva Candrikd
Khandana, Choukhamba Sanskrit Series, 1919.

2. One such occasion has slready been dealt with in my first article—

7. 42, Vol. ii, no. 1.
3. Nyylmrta i, 43, p. 295, Nirnayasager Edition,
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fam’ (G, K. i, 8) » O gdyEe’ (G, K, i, 23
WY 7 ﬁﬁan%ﬁ%aﬁ{ﬁﬁagg@%agf?a RUEGH 'q'mn({‘ n )
( SigaRar- Caframrmn ).

It should be noted here that Madhusiidana ig citing the Karika
WFRAAT® (i, 16), 88 & Sruti text on his own authority and of his
own accord, and that hig adversary has not at all referred to
this Srut; in dealing with the question of THIAEER S, It may
be pointed out that under recognised canons of first-rate debates
it would be ridiculous for Madhustdana to have urged a mere
Karika of Gaudapada against the array of Srutis cited by Vyasa-
tirtha. Such a procedure would have been enough to have put

Moreover a mere

» in any manner, have weakened
the position of the opponent, nor furnighed sufficient raison d'etre

to modify the surface interpretation of the Srutis invoked by the
pluralistic purvapaksin,

(22) In the same context, later on, Madhusiidana rejects
8 supposed claim of the Dvaitin that the oneness ( Ekatva )
referred to in sFmRureyy 8H: may be explained away in conform-
ity with many others pledged to a plurality of selves and with
the use of the plura] in T & HfeE: (G K, i,8) ete; and rejoing
that such blurality as has been referred to in these instances is a
ﬁctiox; of the mind and that it is not intended to convey any sort
of real plurality :—Hﬁm{n@aﬂﬁa, i B Al (G.K.i,8)
TR, & TR (G K. I, 22) goron 5 AR
TR ARG, ewam gg ARIAFATINA 1 Ty AT
WA, awa‘ﬂrcaﬁjﬂamsﬁrwaxmﬁmwm EET, qat-
RN Tt | °

L. Advaitasiddhi, Nirnayasagar, 1917, p. 540.
2. For this reason it would be £o0li

mentators have not stated it to be ap Abh
could, in that case, legitimatel

interpretation suggested by the Siddhantin for this text

pleading that
the é!;umva of the Karika 1 y g

eing unproven ( asiddha ), from the point of

that there ig an Abhyupagamyavuda, the plrva-
the singular, here

to play tricks with evidence |  aregymy o gerfarder SRUECILE o IEE B
Ay =aeqideT, 739 ST |
3. ddvaitasiddni i) Ekajivay&ds (Nirnayasagar, p. 540.)
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It should be noted that Madhusiidana makes no ?ttzmg: ::; n:;
denial of the Srutitva of the texts relied upon byfhlllsis PE "
either here or anywhere else in th.e “;111101'6 gr;ziv: o remgmsort‘s "

; , on the contrary, admits their § ufth ] b
:ﬁ: 2603u§1d0procedure of all Vedantins of twisting texts to méet
i irements, )
o TE’;;‘ The same attitude towards another Kaﬁk&d }?u:glif?z
the author of the Nyayamrta is ‘taken up by Madhu
Quoting his adversary :—ag A} &4 & &G, T&.o0eve s

SrrderreatrEy ( Brahma-Sutra ii, 1,33 ) ATREWE F1 T
. K =, A ded GEnaiRae..... e
G. K. i, 9)zang gar =, { ,

g!‘mg%ﬁwﬁﬁ%mmc‘mw?ﬁmﬁ SqAEIRERA! Fengaae, agandt

i i ‘l . s "

H'Tﬁo Mad?t?;ﬁdana does not call upon hl.s ];)ppodne:t ;2
eétabli:h the Srutitva of the disputed Karika; neither doe
repudiate it. . ¢ aocorded to ‘gt

i in is the treatment a )
mag‘;)a:z[?ga% &igil;) quoted by Vyasatirtha. Madhusidana

simply asserts:— ‘Fddatrgadr’ R FOITRISAT wdwdd

AT AR A
: T FEAFIRFAITET AT a1 1313
@ qégd};?}?:a:;@' (G.K.i,12) @ ﬁﬁmﬁa TR
ST, S e ST 7 g g’t’?ﬂ& lld ome complis
\Brahmanan\da Sarasvat], howevgr, introduces ;G daphda:
cation on two occasions by introducing the name of e.zu o by
Ay enARAEIEnRAEY; 3l e drewde E"Tq 3
maintains a discrete silence about STHFET H Eﬁibe intended bo
Even these two statements do not seem 0 b weild
uphold Gaudapada's authorship; for, (1) in that Ilc?szshe dleatly
have said g drewraar instead of reardd R e
admits the Upanisadic theory of the ]Ean 5; i
‘wrqraTatad Jaagd cwda: | g’ W?E‘m'?“'ﬁ;gzh i‘quz ‘5. .“. '."".af;.
AT daR=srad St E, | a9 : A
R LCIERERE ARG FEErEd Wwy || in connection wi A
............ Td ) torm ﬂ :
seotlon Jealing Wi:% ﬁﬂ?: 23?:?1 Et?:g‘:f lBrg;:m;nanda then,
L G lets the cal 3 - -
fors ﬂtiomeplgv reeal fact of Gaudapida's having 1189‘1,‘:“’ ;;PE;‘:
::ry verses of the Mandiikya Upanisad as nucleus to his

1. Advaitasiddhi pp. 592-3.
2, Op. cit. p. 730.
3. Op. cit. 583,
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elaborate treatise, That Brahmananda was by no means hostile
to the Upanisadic Theory is easily demonstrable, Attention has
already been drawn to the masterly silence maintained by Madhu-
sidana Sarasvati about the two famous Karikas : si=t DICRE D A
(G. K. 1,17) and Rwdfafada (G. K. 1, 18 ) of Gaudapada quoted
and expatiated upon by the author of the Nyayamrta. 1t is
interesting to note that the able Dvaitin Ramacarya, the author
of the Taraigini, would not let Madhusidana go in peace: he
himself wantonly raises the problem of the Karikas and decides
that the passages swalt afke etc. are not at all the composition
of Gaudapada but are really Sruti texts ! :— g, RTOGFAATAY TT-
y figariieedr oisy agiam sgvet | TR | 31 wadeardiar-
Rimvmeorrafineg | “ Sremarand: amgzomes AT, TSR
A BEVERE g @R | araEe | &ad w2 o) e
AEFRASY , ‘T SRR ... * iR (garEngs) s menaam
R giEadER |
- (=i ).

It would appear therefore that Ramé&cairya wanted to expose
the hollowness of the claim that was being presumably set up in
his times and give it its deathblow. But what shall we think of
& Brahmananda who tightly holds his peace over this vital
question even when it is raked up by his rival | Certain it is
that Brahmananda was not prepared to catch a Tartar in the
author of the Tarasigini and opposs the Upanisadic theory of the
Karikis which, he doubtless knew, wasg in conformity with the
views of early Advaitins. As men steeped in the orthodox tradi-
tions of their school, Madhusiidana and Brahmananda had no
mind to forswear the long-cherished and carefully transmitted

mpradaya for the temporary gratifioa-
tion of finding fault with their opponents.

(25) That orthodox Advaitic Tradition also leans to the
_Upan isadic theory of the disputed Karikas is betrayed by no less
8- champion of Advaitism than Mahamahopadhysya N. S.
Anantskrsna Sastrin in one or two of his careless moments, The
learned Sastriar is today one of the staunchest upholders of the.
view that Madhva has committed a blunder in regard to the
disputed Karikis; and when I had the honor of soliciting a
critioal appreciation of my firgt article on the Karikas from him,
: Byt. Sastriar was kind eénough to tell me, even as I had expect-

ed that the evidences adduced by me were absolutely unconvine-

1, Nyayamria Tarangint, p. 123 b, (Nirnaya Sagar), Edited by
P. BR. KyapaoRrya. .

Still Further Light on the Gaudapida Karikds 179

ing! Syt. Sastriar has, however,.not cared to controvert myhpléoolf:
openly or substantiate his position in any manner. Nor .da e
yet given me the benefit of his criticism of tthl;a fufrther (:lvsltr :ined
icle. I am therefore co
adduced by me in the second a.rl;.m ) : ore o e
before the readers his attlt}]de . (3‘war . d
tKoslﬂré(;eﬁfteen years ago as embodied in hl; . 'crlf;txﬁatlhsusx;r)n:gl
i iti f the Advaitasiddhi wi e . -
appended to his edition o B e e
f Brahmananda together w1. ; °
Ill\lfetdltaf'irrir[: and the Tarangini. In this critical summary .apl.);;;i
inzéyt tI{e close of certain convenient sectic;ins off t;l;e Ad'z;aéz:z an
i i benefit o e re
. Sastriar summarises for the aders
xgectiise positions taken up by the au'th:)rs of the Nyayamrla,
Advastasiddhi, Tarangini and Laghucandrzla‘z.
On one occasion Syt. Sastriar observes’ :— ‘ gt
9 TN — TG FARARN, ammm;ﬁq e "
gheway ' [ eeE aﬁaiafjmawﬁ“;g e (.. 1,12)
E e XY}
ﬁgﬁnﬁ,gmaé@maawwaﬁwﬁ;agﬁmﬁ ......... R
f= l - - -
RrERE—g0d TeRasas 58 FageRarsIt, 73 L
sqai Hﬁqaaﬂwsl‘:l%: esres st ens anse {Iﬁﬂlamdqi}dl g '
FYITFTERTE— oovvevenes FOTAHTR SHER: TMUTAER ... ...
Q j s 'Ag ites? :—NEARTEFING
(6] gsecond occasion he write i o
smn%:m:rr gw: gar o wEvEa, (G K. 1,16) gﬁ\mmﬁaﬂ
sfmTfiEnRER: ( Kaths i, 2,5 ) SHSIRAgagaRadmR: e ..
........ GRESE IR .
. Theszﬁtwo instances unmistakably sh%\iv. ;v?l;l;s Z:::iytig;i
i i ishe
ind was blowing when Syt Sastr.lar pu d his
:c:t:s"TV Another redoubtable champion of A(}ilvaltls;n mc ::as;
\ 3 Sastri ho has only re
, Mm. Karungulam Krsna Sastrm. w nly i
z:ﬁ:ened the philosophical world .bz his Brahr.na;g)tr:snzggrz;yt?z
siddhi, confidently quotes wurd gi>at @ama (G. K. i, 2 ntakrsn;;
It behoves a veteran scholar of the.type. of Syt. Ana haﬁ. e
Sastri to announce to the world publicly if he has since chang

~

............

1. Advaitasiddhi, p. 584. (Syt. Sastri’s Edn. Nirnayasagar ).S »
2. Advaitasiddhi with comm., Edited by Mm, :Ananta Krgna Sastri,
i . 543.
Nm;:y]:::i:zr;fsuﬁtranuguzz’ymSiddhi' by Krsna $astrin, p. 93, Kumbako-
pam, 1926, The learned Sastrin Wilteii-:
PrE—uEE T FEngi g S\TWF{H\I
R w4 AT Al fre )
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his opinion; and i
] ; if X
Ortontal ma,ond 80 the‘ Teasons therefor in the interests of

(%6) At this st
‘ ) age of our i igati
i 1nvestigatio
pvidene gullz; :;ll;pporii of the S‘rutz't'va of the dgisputzc,i :]iiniriekx;mneous
cloms sbadonr Y. Z;;z cg;:;;e:amgr?dition has it that éaﬁkar: vv::: 1;1
foose ™ 1 ! ulasarmhi a and that h

&1 nine times in hig life]! This Sm:zs]j;fzhl;'?;ditlhi: Emle o

A e place,

quotes the well-known Kariks ATATATS N Bawde qoamsy (G
a (G.K.i,17)

a8 & Sruti text and X
Upanisadic text :— places it on a par with another well-known

WWWM‘
RICIEICER G G A
(i iv, 55 ).!
n authoritative exponent of

arasvati (17th century), adds
ory. In his polemical work

(27) The eviden
. ce also of
;ﬁ; Advalta: Vedanta ag Krsnanarsll(li(;hsa
her weight to the Upa.nisadic the

rh n an

texts. Just seo:- gy SRR ¢ Agama Pﬁrak

v a = T, SRR AR arana as Sruf;

mg,\'a“ 3’:‘%;{2;5?31: (G.K.i,18), zfy ;rmwﬁq%nafar@g Rl )
s N s ’ - = EE

The text AN STTET ST A WA .. '?l

" with T39I in the above, quot N
Gaudap:itda Karika i, 18, Tﬁai? :}(nie&s.u:};‘i?tinlsd dontleal
ade a very

F’ra.karalga and the rest of

{be}!;.lon of another wellknown

.911‘11;15,{r0m an undisputed

. . SCribes to some human

o tuI‘ll)ll;ig for sy ‘qYTE: 14" This leaves no room

er on the et

» S bonts q;;%:j% quotes Gaudapads Kariks 11,9, 8

: . il » Jy 88

ST Ezhﬁmmqum%;gﬁwﬂm

s SO0 TR 28T S )

L. Suta-Samhitg, w;
(@, with co :
Znandadramg series: No. 25, ;]g:)]é’ attributed to Midhavacm-ya p. 425
. be . ! * '

g ported t
at Trichur, 0 have beon a Pontiff of the Nadvil Math
tham

3. Siddhantg Si =
= ddhdﬂ jan
Tum Sanskrit " ’ Jana of K!’gl}anandz S vati
4, Ibid. 591l957 NO. XLVIII, 1916; (I ar t‘lillia;.as tl, P 41’ Trivand_.

5. 0p.Cit,, p. 109,
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The passage FIeT Gf.........etc., is here quoted as a Sruti text.
The reference to Smrti, here, is to a well-known Smrti text HEd
W, ¥Q ¢ ete. relied upon by the Purvapaksin.

Elsewhere the same aeiwerwaet (G- K. i, 9,) is given the
first place of honor as & Srufi text:—®d JAAATT W« AT
Grsal W EEd | ONaR et PaRiadi FedEeEeE 8l
aqvn%; : qUTT A S AT R\ AISHEET, TAFE: TITHA
Bl PR ||

VIII
REPRESENTATIVE VIéISTKDVAITA TEXTS SURVEYED

(28) Reference has already been made to the indications in
the Sri-Bhasya of Ramanuja? in support of the Upanisadic theory
of the digputed Karikas and to the express statements of Maha-
carya in his Advdaitavidyavijaya. ®  Further examination of the
representative works of Visistadvaita has furnished additional
evidences in support of my original claim. The following state-
ment from the Srutaprakdsa of Sudaréana Suri, the illustrious
commentator on the Sri-Bhasya, who flourished gsomewhere about
the 14th century, clinches the matter once for all :—¥ema=a=, A
ot afy FaeTEERATEAT | g SReR AT | SRR | wyRIseiern-
TR, 7 SXEHREEIE e S | s g, SuRIEER=d |
o STIESI | sarRarar g (GL K i, 16), * arer afiws:,
* srérmET R A, TR SR S Ny, TIFTEIY, T
YRR SRR | (e )

Sudaréans places sAIA™Ae on a par with wellknown
Upanisadic texts and interprets Maya, occurring in it, in terms of
Prakrti: an interpretation, which it would be illegitimate for him
to ascribe to it, had it been taken from the work of Gaudapada
where its purport is fixed in terms of the advaitic Maya or
Nescience which agrees with the Sankhya Prakrti as well
as God with the Devil. The point at issue in the Vedanta
Satra i, 1, 9, is this. Is the Pradhana or Prakrti of the
Sankhys Jagatkarapa and Jijiasya or not? The Satrakira
gays that it is not; because in the Sruti the relinquishment
of Prakrti is advised whereas no such.command is given

1, Op. cit., p, 184 (Part 3)
2. Review of Philosophy and Religion, Vol, ii., No. 1, p. 54
» 3, Op. Cit., p. 56
4. Sruta-Prakaba, Sudardana Swi(, 1, 9), p. 762 Medical Hall Pressy -
Benares, 1889. :
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with reference to Brahman. In his comm is 80
Sudarsana asserts that Prakrti is not the su;?:zf yofm;nt]]:xlisrys‘;:l:
Posed by the Sutrakara since the Srutis with one voice condemn
it and assert that salvation lies in the Seeker's riging above th
cha:rms of Prakrti It is here that Srutis like STANGARAT ?
whlch' (pleg\se note) is given the first place amidst aree ﬂﬁfg
mﬁaastho rrggm fﬁeiﬁifﬁfe'dlﬁz s_uiarsana had admitted Gaudapada’s
arikas, i i
.state fzhat the Sdtrakara (Vyasa) hiﬁttvggu::xt(ﬁimwurd fo;:'m:ct)o
;;atm;g_l(lr,mvlv;ean he wrote: g%eaTgamI=w | This would further show,
et yans w?.s I.IO(T the only early Visistadvaitin to
seri e.to the Upanisadic theory of the Karikas. The date
and 1flent1ty of this Kiranarayana are alike debatable. Even if
my view of this Kﬁranarayana' could not be admitted., for what-

(29" Attention hag been drawn

of the U snigadic theory in his A¢ ey pepance

vaitavidy@vijaya.® The same

T8 A ST SRR | erTfraT
SIS e SaetERa eGSR Dt
HANTETS 7 TREAR: ¢ sty gy TR g A A
A T3 YR RV | 77 2B 1 ey ﬁ;?ﬁaaa??
T, * B A 3 3G (G K1, 16 ), g ey i
gmﬁﬁ q;;ra-ﬁswm ?‘mmas[aﬁg \ R LA ama:
e mﬂmﬁq nf%[mqqﬁ?(%a’ = IR AmEr e (GL K., 16 ), T
It is obvious that Mahacar
energy in repudiating the clairz vazgzlgﬁtgipi?:vs‘;: 1:;11‘; ?0 muc}}
has the sanction of the Sruti o gW: if such aal F@Q&
?:b‘ bqen made by the Advaitins in thig form duringch?;n; -
it were not so, Mahacarys, instead of racking his brain:yts(;

1, See p. 54 Review of Phil . i
2. Thid.p. 56, tlosophy and Religion, Vol, ii, mno. 1,

3. Satad@sani of Vedantz Desi i
‘ ddsani esika with Q a
Makwcarya, SAstramuktzvali Series, Conjeveram iy Candamirug of

4. Cardamaruta, pp. 106-107, Sastramuktavali Series,
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offer a different interpretation of the Srut/, would, more easily,
have dismissed their contention ag puerile based as it would then
be on the sole authority of Gaudapada.

IX

The evidences so far collected and made available to
scholars and critics would show that the Upanisadic theory
of the Karikas has received formidable support at the hands
of the mighty champions of the three schools of Vedanta from
very early times. The attitude taken up by Madhva towards
these Karikas could not, therefore, be simply laughed away nor
dislodged by the mere fiat of their pen by ill-informed critice
and self-complacent Professors airing their views from within
the four walls of a tightly-closed lecture-room or authors and
book-makers delivering themselves of delightful dogmatisms
about Madhva's gross blunder. None of early Advaitins have
raised their voice of protest against Madhva’s alleged misreading
of the twentynine Karikas as part of the Upanisad; which shows
that such a theory was not opposed to their own views. As I pointed
out on an earlier occasion, it is the later Advaitins and their
present-day descendants and representatives who have missed the
real fact about the Srutitva of these Karikas which Gaudapada
used as nucleus to his treatise and incorporated them into his own
work with the best of motives.

I am glad to note that the evidences that I have been able to
place before the readers in my two previous articles have opened
the eyes of many to the reasonableness of Madhva's attitude
toward the first set of Karikas. Prof. J. N. Sinha of the Meerut
College opined: Your article was a revelation to me. Prof.
Suryanarayana Sastri of the Madras University was kind enough
to write, “ I do not feel that you have proved your thesis; but
most of your points are worth serious consideration while some seem
to be very strongly in your favour.” Syt. Y. Subba Rao, the author
of that thought-provoking Sanskrit treatise MulGvidyanirasa,
wrote “ You have succeeded in showing that there are evidences
in the works of Sankara’s followers as well as of Ramanuja’s
followers that the Agama Prakarana has been regarded as part of the
original by all of them.” The admission of Mr. A. V, Gopalacirya
has been brought to the notice of the readers. (Italics mine).

By far the most straightforward Advaitin to agree with
my conclusions is Prof. K. Sundararama Iyer of Kumbakonam
who is one of the greatest exponents of Advaitic thought now -
living in these parts. Prof, Iyer has expressed complete agree-
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ment with my views onmany an occasion, and is one, perhaps the -

only one, among the many Advaiting who feel that there need be

no quarrel over this problem between the two schools of Vedanta .

sjncz? even tge A.dvELitins recognise the first set of Karikas ag
tS‘mtz by d.ubbmg it Agama Prakarana, The Professor’s sense of
impartiality and enthusissm in the cause of the advancement of

truth could be easily judged from the fa
: ct that h
to furnish me with the valuable inforr at he has been pleased

accgrdmgly, has a weigllxty parallel in the inclusion of g numbér

of Srulz: tfa.xt,s from the Sukarahasyopanisad by Vidya
Pancadadi;’ and that therefore there is nothing inherently impo-

ssible in Gaudapada’s havin i
d g done th i
to the verses of the Mandukya Upam's?xs.a e fhing with reference

If, therefore, inspite of the evid

: ) ences brought to
cer!;aln rfeputed scholars and Professors of Indiin Phgifi]z;]?; :::1,
Orientalists at large, would still refuse to take cognizance of

1. One whole chapter or secti i
. € ¢ on entitled wgETRFRE embodyi
exposition of the import of the so-called makavakyas of theyxigva?tl:

Vedanta running to the extent of 8 i
vers i r i

ranya as the fifth section of hig Pancadiz;f’ ;b;i?rlsl:;rj’«ted by Vidys:

TG Aoty Rd aEaE 7 1

g ESICIGH aEArTERa I

?@E‘@;@ﬁ HgSATHTAITYY 1

TNE T T 7w w1

TRget: TN e Ry |

g{i{: ?;faatrr ReI=T e taaiay o

R SERUCIE R G n :
h " g

9B QRN dreged ardiqa u
MNgErrarde Twan R |
TPAT AGASHR aRrAgaar 1
TG A ot w3 |
Wgﬂﬁ?mgfsrwﬁﬁ fau
AT S SPraerer sy |
THURT TEE AT,

) (2R sfidegeat AETATF @AY
occuring on pp. 48-50, of the Nirnayasagar Edp (1894 ) a )
in the same form, with the remark:— ) Ppear exactly

T TEERT R T Srere—
in the & R HNAZ e ereeeres etc, etc,
in the uk@raho:syopanigad p- 221, (108 Upanidads )
N irnayasagar Press, Bombay, 1917,
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them but stick to their own old fads ; or plead either that “ Your
reasonings do not appeal to me”; or reserve their opinion until
doomsday under pretext of being ‘overwhelmed with work’; or
simply evade the whole risk by chiming in that my work is
‘ & good beginning ’; or allege ‘indifferent health’ when reminded
that their threatened reply to my article is long overdue, I can
only take it that they refuse to accept the challenge for obvious
reasons and capitulate unconditionally. Readers will remember
that reference was made in my second article in the March
Number (1932) of the Rewview to two would-be critics. Strange to
say these two have not still come out with their threatened action.
I take it that the evidences from early Advaitic sources set forth
by me have completely silenced them once for all.

X

THE DISPUTED KARIKAS, A PART OF THE
MANDUKYA UPANISAD

My thanks are due in an infinite measure to Prof, A. B. Keith
of the Edinburgh University who has, more than once, given me
the benefit of his criticisms from abroad despite real pressure of
work. Dr. Keith admits frankly in the course of a letter dated 30-7-32
‘: Your evidence shows that certain of the Karikas are treated by
Sankara and others as Sruti and not as the work of Gaudapada”.
Prof. Keith, however, hastens to observe, “I am not at present
convinced that the Karikas are really an original part of the
Upanigad” (Italics mine); and suggests ‘the possibility’ of the
Karikas being ‘an addition to the Upanisad’ and desires me to
‘consider carefully this aspect of the question’. When I pointed
out to him in reply that the alternative hypothesis offered by him
would land us in further difficulties of having to decide (i) the
literary status of such a later interpolation in the text of the
Mandukya Upanisad ; (2) the question of the date at which such
an interpolation could have been made; (3) account for the
novel method of introducing a series of interpolated verses with
a needless 3ABrEnmErRa and (4) above all to explain the absence
of any reference or clue to such an interpolation having been
made at anytime in the carefully preserved and genuinely
transmitted Vedic traditions in India, the learned Professor at
once realised the difficulties vividly and wrote, “the materials for a
really valid discussion of the issues which you raise are lacking.”

The Professor, in fine, recognises that certain of the disputed
Karikis are treated by Sankara and others as Srufi texts and
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not as the work of Gaudapada, But his difficulty is that these
Karikas cannot on this ground be concluded to form an original
part of the Mandukya Upanisad. On an earlier occasion I had
expressed the view that the disputed Karikas must either belong
to the Upanisad or to Gaudapada: that there was no halfway
house between the two., Prof, Keith, however, inclines to the
view that there is one (which I have ignored) and believes in the
possibility of these Karikas qua Srutis having been a later ad-
dition to the Mandukya and maintains that these Karikas cannot
be regarded as an original part of the Upanisad simply because
of our inability, at the present day, to decide with confidence the
question of the possibility of their having been later additions in
the capacity of Srut; texts. I too am firmly of opinion that we
cannot settle this aspect of the question with anything like
ﬁnaliby from the point of view of purely historical and textual
criticism. It should be remembered at the same time that no
such.question or & possibility thereof would arise from the point
of view of the purely traditional Indian attitude towards the
Upa.n'ls,ads as revealed literature existing from beginningless
eternity. If therefore, traditional philosophers like Sankara or
Madhva have not cared to be ag historieal or scientific as we would
like them to be in anticipation of our modern problems, it neither
be-littles their claims to recognition nor suggests yet that even a
few of their statements may not be interpreted, if need be, in &
modern sense. If it were proved, then, that the disputed Karikas
qua Srufi texts were a later addition of unknown date to the
Mandukya it would not still be impossible to rationalise this fact
with Madhva's statement that the Karikas are the mantras seen
by Brahma and quoted by the Rsi of the Manduakya Upanisad
from a contemporary source. Students interested in the problém
would be agreeably surprised to find that Madhvs is prepared to
grant that the explanatory and the prose psssages do not emanate
from the same source or author. This is also the conelusion
reached] byfProf. Keith, Only, where Keith - as & non-believing
outsider—would theorise about the possibility of the explanatory
mantras being a later addition to the Upanisad, Madhva, as an
orthodox believer in the theory of the Apauﬁaseyat'm of tile Sruts
considers the Mantras to be citations from a co-eternal source.
The answer to the question then whether the twentynine mantras
or Karikas formed an integral part of the Mandukya from the
very beginning depends entirely upon the attitude with which
we look upon the upsnisads in general. If we adopt the tradi-
tional attitude, such & question would gimply not arise, There is
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nothing to have prevented the Seer of the Upanigad from having
seen the prose portions along with the other portions seen by
another. There would thus be no question of priority or poster-
iority., The fact would then be that the Upanisad when it was
seen by Varuna, its Rsi (according to Madhva), included the
mantras seen by Brahma as a homogenous whole. In o far as
no date of composition could be conceived of in the case of these
two sets of passages, the subtle distinction of the mantras’ being
a part but not an integral part of the Upanisad has no place in
a purely traditional attitude towards the Sruti. From a historical
and modern point of view also, the question would have to be
left an open one. Dr. Keith himself confesses “ we really do not
know how Upanisads came to be put together as in the case of
the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad or the Chandogya Upanisad.” On
his own showing, then, it would be rash to say that the mantras
of the Mandukya Upanisad were distinctly later additions to it.
There is nothing to prevent their having been contemporaneous
originations. That would be the nearest modern interpretation
of Madhva's statement :-
SATRY SAT | FeAgay ga |
SRIEIITAT AT BT |
SETSHAFANQ o FE 397, 997
( Mandukya Lhdsya, Madhva ).
Whatever might be the truth about the authorship and date
of inclusion into the body of the (prose) text of the Mand@kya
Upanisad of the twentynine mantras, one thing at least is beyond
doubt. It is this that so far as it concerns the question of the
recitation and the interpretation of the Mandukya Upamsid,
these twentynine mantras or §lokas as they are called, are doubt-
less a part of the Upanisad. It is to be feared that the problem
-of how far these §lokas could be regarded as an integral, original
"and homogeneous part of the Mandukya Upanisad smacks too
much of a wild-goose chase at this distance of time especially
when “the materials for a really valid discussion of the issues
are lacking.” Taking a more pragmatic view of the situation,
we can safely rest satisfied with looking upon the twentynine

* Slokas as just a part of the entire Upanisad-integral or otherwise,

it matters practically little,—so far as concerns our recitation or

. interpretation of it. That is precisely the view of traditional

authorities who are pledged to the Upanisadic theory of the
Karikas and who look upon these twentynine Karikas as part of
the Upanisad without troubling themselves about the puzzles and
antinomies involved in a hyper-criticism of the same,

o
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X1

One can readily understand the hesitati
' on of an outsider lik.
?rqf. Keith to recognige certain of the Karikas quot:fi b;
s?mkara andl. others’as Sruti texts, as part of the Mandukya Upa-
nisad, Admit the Srutitva of the twentynine Karikaé (for what-
f:}ii irreiionsz)uang 3;c<;u have, of necessity, to find a place for them
L the Mandukya Upanisad! For, none of the tw.

M e i S s entynin
Karikas-several of which are quoted by influential exponeflts o‘l:
311;111 scl;})ols of Zedint& a8 Sruti texts—is known to oceur in any
other Upanisad, Not only this, Express stat, i

panis ) ts too referrin,
and attributing these texts to the Mandy Upani rtain
: t » ndukya Upanisad b i
:}llustn.ous exponents of the AdvaitaVedants compel us toy ec:zi::
e rationale of M.adhva’s position, I shall, therefore indicate
thes? powe:rful evidences which I hope will not fail to’ convince
our::mde;s hkekProf;.h Keith and bring the Madhva-phobes to their
senses by making them realise that their ch i
on this point are wholly suicidal, crerges saainst Madiva
Three prominent Advaiting at 1 '
) a east, who hay
noticed s_o'far,’ ho%d definite and unequivocal views ab‘:)u:(i):ixebg‘i’:
puted Karikas’ being regarded as Srus; texts and therefore entitled
to l?e read as part of the Mandukya Upanisad. These, in chrono
loglc.al order, are1) Advaitananda, ?)Vidyaranya and ’3) Apps, .
Diksita. I shall now deal with these three in order. i

(30) Inthe course of his com
) 8 ¢ ’ mentary entitled Brah d-
zzl;/nizirazlla ;?:1 g?,nkaras Vedantasiutrabhasya, Advaitﬁt:an;n: 7:::f
» 1, 33, discusses the conflict of o ini b vo
Upsnisads in regard to the motj ooss hehiny o bW
3nise ) Ve or purpose behind creati
which is apprehended in turn to weslk. iti o by
1 s ap n the position tak b
the Sutrakara, The two Upanisads it i thor oo
\kars § pitted against each other h
are the Sveta$vatara and the Mandz ita e il
the‘ contradiction’ thus : qg ‘ngg;kyma- WﬁA'dv?m;i;anWﬂa —
ST SRifeer afwaes ﬁsmfr FFEAE: | ATOgFTg AT,
wrETd G WAt |
. EATITSTATREIRET FT &gar 0 ( 6. K. i, 9)
g wietued sRifing FIAI TR | 37 IR G AR
a1, T R 1, ST T R 5 S =y
According to the Parvapaksa view h ;
o t : , here, the Sveta
reJepts the theories of creation by nature and tim: atfgt ﬁﬁﬁz
‘the view that it is due to the sheer excellence of the Supremse ;

1. -Brahmavs .
Kumbakona.mmm, abharana of Advaitananda, p. 461, Srividy® Press,
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which supports the view that creation is a sort of sport to the
Almighty. But in the Mandakya Upanisad (as Advaitananda has it)
the theories of creation for the sake of sport, and *pleasure’ are
summarily dismissad and the conclusion is upheld that there is no
motive or purpose behind creation save the nature of the Divine.
Thus there is a contradiction between the two Upanisads-the
Svetasvatara and the Mandikya— which maintain respectively the
theories of creation for the sake of sport and creation for the sake
of nothing ( s#wwey #1&721 ). Advaitdnands, as a believer in the
equel validity of both the Upanisads, examines the alleged con-
tradiction with a view to showing that there is really no such
contradiction. He argues that the Svabhavapaksa of the
Mandukya too should be interpreted in the sense that it (creation)
could be regarded as a sport: even in so far as it is not particular-
ly 80 motived, or as an act of pure nature having, as it does, no
special motive or object in view at the time :—WTUg®FT uRiEa
HISHETY J97 TR SRR’ 79 /AR GoRd-
AT ; SASIRIREAET SRAITET 1 FISTET 1 RATH: GRRR Fivgd-
e s |
( mm&-ii’ 1. 33. )z

1 should like to make one point clear. I am not in the least
concerned about the rationale of Advaitinanda’s arguments.
My point is that he recognises unhesitatingly the Karika i, 9,

Fier GRS AR ST | :

TN ERTRISTATHHRTET F1 &g | ,
which occurs smong the twentynine disputed Karikds as a Srut
text forming part of the Mandukya ; for, otherwise, it would be
ludicrous for him to set about reconciling the position taken up
by that Kariki with that of an Upanisadic passage in the
Svet@évatara. Other than €Y @&l which occurs among the
Karikas attributed to Gaudapada, there is no passage in the rest
of the Mandukya Upanisad espousing the Svabhava or any other
theory of creation under comment. It would be idle to argus,
therefore, that Advaitinands did not recogniss the Karika =snigsr-
AR gy as a Sruti text forming part of the Mandukya. It would
be seen that Sankara’s reference also under ii, 1, 33 to an ‘Apta-
kama $ruts’ is to the same Karika as suggesteq by me on an earli-
er occasion; and that in indentifying the Sruti referred to by
Sahkara, Advaitdnanda incidentally goes a step further to notice

1. Cf Sahkara on ii, 1, 33:—gfre S Hwaf e qed ST

2. Brahmavidydbharana, p. 461.
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n apparent contradiction between the respective positions taken
up by the Mandakya and the Svetasvatira in regard to creation,

in the 14th century and who,

alias Vidyaranya, Adva;ibinanda is reckoned to have been.a
contemporary of the poet Srfharsa who lived in the 12th century ;

not at all the original sinner in reading the disputed Karikas

ty with that of still earlier writers of their own school like
Sankara, Suresvara and Anandagiri,

- (31) Now for Vidyaranya, In my second article, attention
was drawn to the Brhadaranyakaélokavartika of Sure$vara where
the author was conclusively shown to have made & clear, sharp
and pronounced distinction between the Karikis of the firsy
Prakarana of Gaudapida which he styles Fgr=aif,
eto., his purport being fully clarified by Anandagiri’s significant

Prakaranas of Gaudapada, quotations from which are always
given by him under the name of Gaudapada, '
Sure§vara’s quotation of Gaudapida Kariks i,3asa passage

from Scripture faithfully identified by Anandagiri as a Srutt
text: a1 9y =iy is again repeated by Vidyarapya in his
Brhad&ranyakopam’gad—Bhasya— Vartika-sara :—

PR Te fvra: SREwEE |

HAREE qo1 59 &fF SRR | (G K.i,3).
whioh, in turn, is clarified further by his commentator Maheévara,
Tirtha : ary AITEFTIR g5y 21

It is not, however, & mera guess or inference of mine based on

L. Vidyzrapya, Bg-hadﬁraz:yakopanigad—BhE_aya-b‘lokavartika-SZim
. 836, Choukhamba Sanskrit Series.
8. Ibid,

- - o 1 1
Still Further Light on the Gaudapida Karikds 19

ika nd a

Vidyaranya has placed the problem of the Kanklasdli);si'zction

shadow of doubt. Vidyaranya too makes the Uésu? Gaudapada’s

between the first set of Karikdis a:;ldd th(;artri?:%i1 gf Gaudapade’s

- e p 2

work. Passages from the _anaispa der the name of Gauda-

lways cited by Vidyaranya unde - Sl

“gdrl{ ;l}?e:eas verses from the first Prakarana are qmwg f—
bexts. The following are the relovant toxis —AgTs

rq% - N s % 'l .
:;ﬂmfaarm%jt;q;%qa:ﬂz: W (G. K, iii, 32)

sy g gyfaam: af m@mf Aargaag m?w: \
arrh bR SYRAR € T
A TEEIET GEHART RN | ag<n Teagr=
e amer fFfdwerer Htaa: |
R 9 g ﬁ?,(zrzﬁggﬁs‘m q a@ |
mﬁzr% " a‘:n—aﬂ-:lsf&’u
; & i % i : s
- e ?(lﬁ(T Gaudapada Karika iii, 34-35 ).
But to the’ utter consternation of dissenters, Vidyarany=a
continues :—Tm@'w—&r
FaENTET GV snggft b
sfistfmTga: W @ gy | e |
TR ST | |
CREHECE | & g At ﬁf&m
ST OET: T ﬁmamagad ;ﬁ .
P Si: gt g0 TR _
o 4 (ggzudapada Karikas i, 13—15 ). 3
ST RARSTel | Sigee FEgAISRT Sgi A, FAe e lﬁz%a‘ r:;z
AT EASSIY || qeaenEe fm | A, FATIERY T o
AREAr EETIAAETETE: et | aRafagmen | a0d 1ghe
TSI ¢ (SR ) o o
It will b; seen from the foregoingi) ths:{;] Vlc:ga&s;ng;ac:g;l Ie'sa
arika i em indiiki;
hree disputed Karikas and asczl e_s t !
1;'::;; !-—e-meaning, doubtless, our Mandukyr Upanisad!

AR

Series No.
i ktiviveka, p. 219, Anandadrama
20 1516, dysimays, Jioanm '3, Op. cit., p. 311.

, .

2. Op. cit., p. 310. 4. Thid. igad is by no means

5. The use of the term 8akha to denote an qpa“15_}"wa%§’m: AT

" especially for Vidyaranya. Compare ﬁgl’;‘m he Editors of the

uncomnion Pd Iy 37, N. Sagar, 1894. Neithert e el g

maéf:x::,ang: !;,nf’. versute critic thereforeb r::?lfhg‘ixs:;dsyo nyi ays-
n A u

. isadi y of its strong support, e

Pr;ve& tI}:; ggl'm'ii’glt‘i:}'ﬁ:ﬂy, adequacy or genuineness of the phrase

il QIATAR 9T 0
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A NEW THEORY

intervltd.yaran'ga'? curious statement here, however, raises very
esting side-issue which may have it Jue 1

S 8 own value in helpin
us tackle the question of the stratification of our present Mﬁnd;kyg

the explanatory Kari.

completely: It is, however, beyond the g
and my .orlginal thesis. Imust, there
speculatltzns in the matter; but I cannot

cope of my present paper
fore, desist from further
help drawing attention

Upanisad, such o position ms .cﬁn
‘ had, ¢ Y not be entirely una \
:hoaﬁ,iﬂ;erefore, only wind up thig digression withya, :eff::ﬁaﬂt;
e original suggestion of Professors Ranade and Belvalkar iri

Still Further Light on the Gaudapdda Karikls 193

thelr joint edition of the ‘ Creative Period of Indian Philosophy
that our Mandukya Upanisad might have originally belonged to
the now lost Mandukya Sakha of the Rgveda—a suggestion
which, T may further add, has the cordial approval and support of

Prof. Jarl Charpentier.’

But, to return to our point. Vidyaranya has cited the three

disputed Karikas occurring in the Agama Prakarana as Vedic

texts and is faithfully followed by his commentator Acyutaraya

Modaka who says :—STRAATIEFaRTATTGEE FisgrRwET ARty

wrrferfar o (HegReEmsmen).
*

% *

It will be seen from the passages cited by Vidyaranya that
he mentions the name of Gaudapada expressly in the case of the
Karikas cited by him from the undisputed portions of the latter's
work; whilst the Karikas from the disputed portion are ascribed
studiously to the Mandukya Sakh.

But the versute Editors of the Anandasrama Series have
tried to play their usual pranks. An editorial footnote on page
310 of the Anandasrama Edition of the Jivanmuktiviveka says
anent the sentence ANgFRIEIMY &I\q% —

R G ARERAT TR | Faadat MerREETRREE-
A9 TwEE | (TR TR ).

But the arriere pensee of this camouflage needs no comment,
One can quite see that the statement in the text of Vidya-
ranya: AEFINIEERIRsER makes the blood of the editors boil,

But such a statement cannot be rescinded by the mere
fiat of their pen by the editors. Their claim that this
“line ‘seems’ to be superfluous’ (‘«i&Ma =4a’ ) cannot be accepted
by any scientifically-minded person in the absence of any
recorded variation in reading. It is obvious that there is none.
If there had been any, the learned editors could as well
have stated the variation instead of trying to bolster up a
mischievous stunt with their own sapient comments. The com-
mentator too is not aware of any variation and comments signi-
ficantly on the phrase mug{mnqmqﬁg\q%. A slight variation in

1. “That the Mapdukya Upanigad bearing the name of a Sakha of the
4ggweda, did once, and perhaps in a different shape, belong to that
8anhita seems a plausible suggestion. " p. 309,-Comptes-rendes of History

“@f.dndian Philosophy, 11, Creative Period by Ranade and Belvalkar, Le
Monde Oriental, vol. XXIII; Fasc. 1-3; 1929 ( Uppessla).
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) ¥ p. 311, th t
’ e

accepted without the least prejudi vie
bwo other Karikas: * ast prejudice to the authenticity of the

wards. The first is not also t

ls. The f aken up by the co —
{x.lakmg it quite probable that it is an additional ?Iientgtzr tgnhus
;.5' abstolutely no indieation that the sentence mugwe{nma;ﬁ,ﬁ :;(
z;r:bc; n?ge ignet:él.nedfeading of the text of Vidyaranya.! The oaéus
p 1s direction, i i o odi
Anandaérame g oo ncr)esff;:uleni;n-ely with the editors of the

substantiated their belief with facts and figures

(32) The Jivanmuktiviveka is not the only w i
;?nts;; wlfg;;}:.:hrows 1 .ighf on his attitude to theydispflidoazgglzér
s ep e t:; yt?f Vldyaranya. with Sayana is admissible, ws;
o 8 :fnt;lon to another instance in another well-authen-
whorain o t;e forme-r, j:he? bhasya on the Taittiriya Samhita
Noneii tspl(li eq Karika is quoted ag & Sruti text, If the’
o the% 33'23 g.mltted, eYen then, we would bave in support
e tl;] ati-' :f ic theory, in addition to the evidences of Vidys-

T, g imself, It is thus:
3:12::: ‘ f‘ his cominentary on the Taittiriya Samh;‘ltgi SI;;:::
it AR g fh EREURIERDIRETR ann ;
X, RAIGEAR | v g =

“w‘f g ”»
S S g TR S—

33
monim])l O%Jastlty we tur.n to Appayya Diksita-the unrivalled
post-Sankarite Advaitism, The point here centres

round the enigmatic Aptakamasrut; referred to-by Sankara in his

88 : siert NN m Sankara
Says he :— Aid AR of the Mandukya Upanssad,
T By Wrmredfag X

ENNSTRTRE IS FT @ 0 g AIUEFITRAR Arenim -

1. From the Editors’ sta i
temert, it is clear th
mmﬁ{ﬁ is found in all the mss.’eollated. *

2 Taittirya-sarihita (ii, 1 i 189
1 : ' '
Anendutromt iy : 21,,1 9,01.) with the bhagya of Sayaps, p. 1857,

t the sentence wmuggy-
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MR ‘et gl | e afiad seii | 9 g greaanR-
FTRINARERRE dorad | od: SernTabee gl
( TS )

and adequately explains the alleged contradiction between the
Svet@svatara and the Mandukya Upanisad even as Advaitananda
has done. The text just now cited speaks for itself; and it
would be the height of unreasonableness, false sectarianism, and
downright intellectual cowardice to argue that the Upanisadic
theory of the Karikas of the Agama Prakarapa of Gaudapada
finds no support at the hands of the great and illustrious Acaryas
of the Advaitavedanta ranging from the 8th to the 16th century.

CONCLUSION

I have come to the close of a prolonged discussion of a
vexed and inconvenient problem which has been engaging the
attention of our Indian polemical literature for long without
any attempt being made to tackle the same from the point of
view of impartial, sympathetic and historical research. The
difference of opinion that existed on the point was mostly clouded
by sentimentalism ; and adherents of one school, who for the
mere pleasure of it went on accusing Madhva of a serious blund-
er, were lost too muchin the self-complacence arising out of this
pleasant illusion to see that they were only entangling them-
selves in a quagmire from which it would be impossible, one day,
to extricate themselves. And such a day seems well nigh to be in
sight. Let the modern Advaitins, their descendants and represen-
tatives, therefore, try to understand the position of the early
veterans of their own school and cease to prattle about Madhva
and hig historical blunder in respect of the Karikas-in their
books, lectures and talks-and shed crocodile tears on his account.
1f, for whatever reason, they heed not a friendly advice, and
change not the nefarious tactics of their Schoolmen, they would
have to be prepared for & fate like unto that of those unhappy
and misguided creatures in glass houses attempting to throw

stones at others | Amen.

1. Appayys Diksite’s Parimala, p. 481, Nirnayasagar Press.
7




