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THE PROBLEM OF THE UPANISADIC THEORY
OF THE _
AGAMA PRAKARANA OF GAUDAPADA.

(Dr. B. N. K. SHARMA, M.aA., Ph. p., Ruparel College, Bombay)

It was in 1931, that I first raised this problem in the Review
of Philosophy and Religion, Poona. Since the publicat.ion of my
papers on this subject (three in the RPR going into the evidence and
two in the Poona Orientalist, in reply to my two critics between
1831-37), three learned works on Gaudapada have appeared. They
are the ‘Agama Sastra of Gaudapada’ by Vidhusekhara Bhattacarya
(1943), ‘Gaudapada—A Study in Early Advaita’ by Dr. T. M. P.
Mahadevan (1952) and ‘Gaudapada Karika’ edited by R. D. Karmar-
kar (1953). With the publication of these new works, the problem
of the status of the Karikas of the Agama Prakarana has come to
be reopened. It is again a live issue.

The first two authors have recognised the importance of the

problem and devoted some space in their works to an assessment of -

the evidence set forth by me for the first time, in anything like a
comprehensive treatment of the issue. But the third one has curtly
dismissed the entire problem. :

Vidhudekhara Bhatticirya and Dr. Mahadevan have not let in
any new evidence of their own on the subject. They have simply
emphasised one point that Sarnkara in his Brahmasiutrabhdsya anfl
Sure$vara in his Naiskarmya-Siddhi, have attributed certain Kari-
kas from the Agama Prakarana to Gaudapada and that this quashes
the evidence cited by me, of all the eminent Advaitins who came
after these two, down to Upanisad Brahma Yogin and the evidence
of the promient writers of the Visistadvaita and Dvaita schools a.ll§o.
They have also adopted the same position as my two former critics
that works like the Vivekaciddmani and the Visnusahasranama
Bhasya, attributed to Sarnkara, from which also I had cited evidence
in favor of the Upanisadic theory, are not the genuine works of
Sarhkara and cannot therefore be accepted as evidence on behalf of
Samkara the original.
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The scope of the controversy has thus come to be narrowed down
to the Brahmasitrabhisya of Samkara and the Naiskarmya Siddhi
of Sure$vara. If the supposed counter-evidence to the Upanisadic
theory from these two works is satisfactorily explained and shown
to be consistent with the Upanisadic theory, there could be no
further impediment to its unreserved acceptance.

I shall, therefore, discuss here this main point and two others
already raised by me regarding the structural and doctrinal diffi-
culties involved in treating the Kirikas of the Agama Prakarana as
a composition of Gaudapada. ’

~Let us now turn to Sarmkara’s statement in his B.S.B. (I1, 1, 9)
qraTHTS gc‘ramtawa‘tmwrmm#, WS g waifewmaT; =fy
R AT ARt -
SATfEATET gt a7 S TLEAT |
svAfaReEeEe qe @arn sfy

It is the trump card of those who hold the AP. to be Gaudapada’s
own. It is curious, however, that none of my critics, old or new,
should have paused to consider one very significant point about the
verse: sqfaaraar gaa: quoted here and its interpretation according
to Sammkara in his B.S.B. It is this that Ramanuja, in his B.S.B.
(i, 1, 1) should have cited the very same line (G.K.i, 16) as a Sruti
text and challenged Samkara’s interpretation of it in terms of his
Brahmijfianavada and affirmed his own Theistic interpretation of it:

aeda fg qrrar fraw: qaq ——
‘afeiTr Armn dfez ((Svet: Up. iv. 9) gfa
TR gt 7wt A wqem gh o ) (G.K.i,16)

This point, if probed into more deeply, would give the clue to the
solution of the problem of the AP,

It is accepted without demur both by Vidhuéekhara Bhattacarya
and Dr. Mahadevan that Ramanuja accepts the text: amifamizar
as a Sruti. Karmarkar, on the other hand, has chosen to observe
a complete silence on Ramanuja’s citation of G.K.i, 16 as a Sruti and
mentions Kiiranarayana “a follower of Ramanuja” and Madhva
as the only sponsors of the Upanisadic theory. He has maintained
an equally sphinx-like attitude to the fact of several of the Karikas
of the AP having been cited by many celebrated Advaitins who
came after Ramanuja and Madhva, as forming part of the Mandukya
Up. Their evidence is surely entitled to some weight and cannot
be dismissed as a “loose” use of the term Sruti! Anyway, to ignore

them all, could hardly be regarded as conducive to a frank discus-
sion of the problem. ‘
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The fact of both Samkara ahd Ramanuja citing thet stame

age: § and disagreeing on' its interpretation,
E:lslidg harcallg'r& gzm.;ustiﬁed unless both had accepted the same
status for the text in question, as an authority binfiing on b?th
equally. It would not be open to R. to question the interpretation
that S. might choose to put on a Karika of G. S. would be pe-rfectly
within his rights in interpreting G. in any way consistent with the
Advaita theory. R. would have no right to question such interpre-
tation of his own Acarya by $. . :

It could hardly be maintained that R. had no knowledge of $'s
B.S.B. or the terms in which §. had introduced e :
therein. It does not, therefore, stand to reason that R. had under-
stood the terms in which $§. had referred to the passage in question,
as in any way involving the necessary assumption of G’s author-
ship of it. In that case, he would have left it severely alone and
confined his attention to the Svetdsvatara verse alone, as a common
text sufficient to prove his point. Had the view that srTfesaaT ...
was not a Sruti but only a Kiriki of G., been known to or held
within the school of §., in R’s time, he would, before citing it, in his'
B.S.B. in support of his theistic theory of bondage, have certainly
expressed his dissent to such a notion, clearly and strongly. And he
would not, in the circumstances, have cited it taking it for granted
that it was accepted as a Sruti on all hands, particularly, in the face
of §'s own (supposed) citation of it as a G. K. in his B.S.B.

Thus, the impropriety in R’s challenging $'s interpretation of
* yrifeamar qedy " and putting forward, in its place, his own
Theistic interpretation of that text as a Sruti, in the face of the
latter’s express statement ascribing it to G. and claiming that it
embodies the Advaitin’s pet-theory of Brahmijiianavada, puts the
whole problem in a new light.

It shows that in the eyes of R., there was nothing in the terms
in which §. had introduced * smfzaraar which involved the
necessary assumption of G’s authorship of that verse. This is the
crux of the problem. It is not possible to hold that R. had not read
his Samkarabhasya carefully! It is not possible also to hold that
the Karikas of the AP suddenly attained the status of Sruti just after
S. and immediately before R. In any event, it could not certainly
have been to the interests of R. or his Visistadvaitin predecessors to
have raised such Karikas as  wranqsfis gawdd qomda: (4, 17 cd),
to spurious eminence as Sruti and got into needless difficulty in hav-

ing to reinterpret them theistically. This should dispose of the faqjle;
supposition of scholars like Dr, Mahadevan that “the earliest to advo:
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cate the view which includes the twentynine Karikas in the Up.,
could not have been Advaitins” (op. cit. p. 44).

As a matter of fact, notwithstanding §’s supposed ascription of
i, 16 (and others) to G., many celebrated Advaitins like Vimuktat-
man, Anandagiri, Advaitinanda, Sayana and Appayya Diksita have
actually cited some of them as Srutis and as forming part of the
Mandukya Up., and Suresvara himself, in his Brhadvartika, has
cited one of them as * g . There is a good deal of differ-
ence between courtesy-references to works accepted by all as
authorities, such as the Gitd, as an “Upanisad” or the Mahabharata
as a “Veda” and the specific quotation of texts as Srutis for purposes
of settling “Sastrartha”, in authoritative commentaries, The two
are not on a par. We have therefore to wonder very much, if it is
not the modern scholars like Bhattacharya, Mahadevan, Karmarkar,
and others who have really “missed their bus” and misunderstood
8. and his followers, about the true position of the Karikas of the AP,

Leaving aside the views of R. and Madhva and their followers
on this question, it cannot be gainsaid that the evidence for the
acceptance of the Upanisadic theory, set forth by me from the works
of eminent Advaitins like Advaitananda and Appayya Diksita, is
overwhelmingly in favour of the Upanisadic theory. As against this,
the only instances of supposed acceptance of G’s authorship of the
AP are in the citations from $’s B.S.B. on ii, 1, 9 and in Suresvara’s
NS. How could it be supposed that such distinguished followers
of $. and S, as Vimuktatman, Advaitananda, Anandagiri and
Appayya Diksita, had not the capacity to understand or remember the
position of their original Acarya, with regard to the status of the
Karikas in question and joined hands with R. and M. in regarding
them as “Srutis” of the Mandikya Up. and in a ‘“loose sense”’?
These were not third-rate writers who Were  3FgaTyNs Or persons
ignorant of the “recognised view of Advaitins regarding the AP”.1
In the face of this uniform testimony of so many of these leading
writers of the S. school, how could it be maintained that the view
that the Karikas of the AP being the compositions of G. is “the
recognised view of the Advaitins”? What is the good of calling it
a “recognised view”, when it is not recognised by the majority of
eminent Advaitins (or by any one) in point of fact? Did these
leading lights of the Advaita Sampradaya attach so little importance
to §’s own words and indulge in “loose” thinking of their own?

All this will not do. We have, therefore, to admit frankly that
the passage from §’s B.S.B,, should be construed properly so as
not to militate against the accepted tradition of Advaitins recognis-

.1. Dr. Mahadevan, Op. cit., p. 31.
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ing the Karikis of the AP as “revealed” to G. by Nardyana.2 This
tradition is itself a clear admission of the fact that they were not
regarded as the actual composition of G. Anandagiri, in his gloss on
the AP clearly refers to this tradition and makes a clear-cut distinc-
tion between the two groups of Karikas figuring in G’s work,—one
explanatory of the Mandukya Up., (wrogFafaggaifassoraws) which
G. “received” (qfaq’-mq) from Niarayanpa thro’ His grace ( AT~
srza: ) and  (fs) another group of $lokas (z@W@1) (comprising
Prakaranas ii-iv) composed by him (am&quﬁ-arr;[), This tradition is
corroborated by Upanisad Brahma Yogin, another celebrated Advaitic
commentator on the Mandukya Up, and the Karikas,3 as pointed out
by me, long ago. In the face of this clear and pointed statement of
Anandagiri, Dr. Mahadevan’s plea that A.’s words “only mean that the
entire work consisting of §lokas, was written by G. thro’ the Lord’s
grace” (op. cit. p. 39) could not be accepted by any Sanskrit scholar,
as a correct or faithful interpretation of A.'s words. The terms
“gfgew” and “goflg” can by no stretch of the imagination be deem-
ed synonymous. They aré clearly distinguished and the conjunction
“fy” in the sense of wqswg” clearly shows the composite nature
of the work. Had A. wanted to support Dr. Mahadevan’s view, he
would have written: sftmsarerardens sTOaUIERS: ERIRICILCCR LI ECECT 8
sk aaEfy st arfaemg: x x o x X x X X
without beating about the bush. But the fact remains that he has
taken special pains to distinguish between two groups of verses in
the body of G.’s work, one “received” (directly) from Narayana
and another “composed” by G. This is plain as a pike staff and
there is no need for Dr. Mahadevan, therefore, to distinguish this A.
from the glossator on the Brhadvirtika, who is expressly in favor
of the Upanisadic theory. So long as it is tacitly admitted that G.
is not the “author” of the AP, it matters little whether its source
is Nardyana (as Advaita tradition claims) or Brahmadeva (as Kiira-
narayana and Madhva say).

The view that the AP was a part of G’s work might have gained
currency on account of formal similarity and other considerations
such as its having the Mandikya Up. as its basis and being studied
side by side with the rest of G’s work, in Advaitic circles. But, we
should not forget that there is no sanction for this idea in the

writings of leading Advaitins. Karmarkar’s contention that in-

several mss. of the Mandikya Up., only Mantras (prose) are given
and not also the 29 Karikis “as is clear from the Nirnayasagar
Edn. of the Up.”, proves nothing more than that the Mss. used were

of a particular school in which the theory 61_:' G’s authorship had

2. Ed. Adyar Library, Madras,
3. Cf. Karmarkar, p. 11.
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already gained some currency. Mss. of the Mandikya Up. preserved
in the other schools would show a different state of affairs. But we
cannot accept his contention that “it is only the commentators on
the Up. and the Karikas together, who seem to regard the two as
forming part of one complete whole”. The evidence of eminent
writers like Vimuktatman, Advaitananda, and Appayya Diksita who
had not actually commented on the Mandikya Up., shows that the
Mss. of the Mandikya Up. known to them should have contained the
AP also as part of the Up. R.did not comment on the Mandikya Up.
Nevertheless, he must have found the verse FTRRRTIAT in the
text of the Mandikya Up. used by him, as there were no printed
editions of the Nirnayasagar Press, in his days!

EVIDENCE FROM §’s B.S.B. EXAMINED

Examining the passage from $’s B.S.B. AATATY  ET4Aq, a9 99T
MANSTEATAAIHAMTH(TA T3 ¥ aifearatenad Aarmddsamataforoars —

srrfearaar qeat aar s LA |
ATATHEAATEG ey aar 0'ghn

we find the first sentence ending with an “zfy”. There is another
“gfa” at the end of the passage quoted as authority for the view
expressed in the first sentence. These show that the two sentences
are to be read in unison. The proposition wrgmF TI9q a9 qIm-
HASACITAACHAANS T 57 qqifsmdafy  is to be viewed as a logi-
cal deduction from G’s interpretation of the true Vedantic tradition
embodied in the text Jarferrgar g1 and expounded by him in
his own work based on it. The words ATATATR EIAT TT TIHTHAT, ... ..
W133fa  represent G’s thesis and S. is trying to show that this thesis
is not just a fanciful idea of G. but a reasoned view, deduced from
sound textual authority of sATfzarar - which G. as a “knower of
the correct tradition of Vedantic interpretation” (aam&;quf‘aa)
has faithfully brought out in his exposition of the subject based
on the said verse. It would be clear from the “zfg” at the end
of §'s words  w3%fy that he is attributing that opinion to G.
and is not taking the sole responsibility for it on himself. He does not

but backs it with a citation Fifearaar. This cifation and the “zfy”
added to it to mark the close of the quotation, point clearly to the

very same doctrine which G. has propounded for the first time in
the history of the Advaita school with the telling analogy of the
snake in the rope, which has become its stock-in-trade, since: -
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FfafE=ar a1 warasR fawfeqan

giarafefraid: qearm frsfaa: o
(G.K.ii, 17).

§'s ‘“gaffdw”  is a direct reference to G’s
SEEIRITE T iC (ii, 17)

Now, the text: sFifanrgar cited in this connection (1) embodies
no such analogy and (2) it does not say explicitly that the Paramatma
illusorily becomes subject to the three states. On the contrary, it
speaks of the “Jiva” as being subjected to the three states of ex-
perience by Maya,* in the first half and in the second half it says that
when the Jiva wakes up from this magic spell, he realises the Advaita
(Supreme) who is not subject to birth, dream and sleep.

S’s interpretation apart, it will have to be conceded that this
verse as it stands worded, has no support to give to the theory of
Brahmajiianavada that is sought to be read into it by him (and by G).
The contrast between the Jiva and Advaita (Brahman) drawn in the
two halves of the verse, is quite glaring. It is only by a forced
and far-fetched interpretation of it that it could be made to support
the doctrines of Hraggdar and Fzurg™arg. The natural sense of the
verse is decidedly in favour of a Theistic interpretation, such as has
been given by R. and M.

Neither the thesis of Brahmajfianavada nor the illustration of
wHa] is thus to be found in the verse sifeargar as it stands.
These are found elsewhere in G’s interpretation or exposition of
the teaching of this and other verses of the AP., in his Vaitathya
Prakarana. S. should therefore be taken to refer to such an inter-
pretation of this verse by G. in ii, 17 ff, in support of Brahmajhana-
vada. That is why he uses the epithet aat:mziefqamﬁq to G. here,
instead of merely saying: Ag#d MeaRTTd ;. to emphasise the point
that G’s interpretation of this Vedantic text (Wfa'q'mm) in terms
of Brahmijianavada: w#mmmd  elqercemISeITATRAAEAY i
unimpeachable as he knows the correct tradition of interpreting
the Upanisads;5 and ergo, his interpretation of the present Upani-
sadic passage: smfeqar in terms of Brahmajfianavada (in ii,
17 f1.,) should be implicitly accepted.

This would show that the significance of $'s words introducing
sarfearaar g is not that the verse is G’s own, but that its inter-

4. The idea of i, 16 may be compared with — AT Wawm;

%mga?q'f[f%[ (Svet. Up. i. 6).
5. S. uses “Vedanta” as equivalent to “Upanisads”. See B.S.B. iii, 3.1.
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ship of the AP. The actual wording of this verse and the difficulty
created by R’s reference to it as a Sruti and the “zfq” at the end
of the first sentence in §'s bhasya, all point to the fact that the
pa.ssage from $’s B.S.B. does not necessarily establish G’s author-
ship of “srrfearasr gea: 1

THE IDENTIFICATION OF. APTAKAMA-SRUTI

"This conclusion is supported by another reference in S’s B.S.B.
on ii, 1, 33, where he makes a reference to the s on the

The' question is which is the sreqemysify meant here? The
Ppassage: éa-ez.'w SEEICIRv R Car: P F  Tqar N from the AP fits in
fnost appropriately with the context. I have already made it clear
in my reply to my two earlier critics, that there is no othexj
Upan{sadic Passage which satisfies the contextual requirement and
p’ropnety. The context in B.S, ii, 1, 33, is that of creation by
Bvara (gfeefasar as in GK. i, 6-9). The two other Srutis referred
to by S. in the same connection: qﬁzﬁfa and qéﬁsﬂf‘a’ have also
reference to the same topic of Creation by God

T & u&mﬁa’
REREEHECIEE o IR g,
TEARAGASH ATAETHT T Sy 1)

Popsistency requires that the skt also should be one that is
mtn_nately and expressly connected with the creation of the world
by I$vara. And there is no other text save | TFITA T STHTA -
FTHE FT ¥ ?  of the AP that satisfies this requirement. It must
thergfore be admitted that S, recognised the Karika G. K. i 9 as a
Sruti, on a par with the other two. It can hardly be that he ’too had
fallen a prey to the uncritical practice of using the word “Sruti
f‘loosely”, in a broad sense and nothing more”.6 1In the latter case
it would be a poor compliment to §. from his own followers, S.’s’
reference to Aptakéma-Sruti, therefore, conclusively shows that “so
far as we can trace” he was himself “the earliest” to advocate the
“the view which includes the twentynine Karikss in the Mandiikya

6. Karmarkar, op, cit. XXX, .

.
.
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Up.”” There seems thus to be no one left among Advaitins from S.
down to Upanisad Brahma Yogin who did not, in reality, recognise
the AP. Karikas as Sruti.8

This is, no doubt, an unpalatable conclusion to Dr. Mahadevan
and others who mistakenly believe that the Upanisadic theory of
the AP. is a wrong and untraditional view. It is not therefore
surprising that they should have tried to get out of the tight corner
in which they find themselves placed by $’s reference to G.K. i, 9
as the Sruti which lays down that Isvara is Aptakima. They have
naturally tried to establish that it is not G.K. i, 9 that is meant, but
some other well-known Sruti text. They hold that it is Brhada-
ranyaka Up. iv, 3, 21, in which the term “Aptakima” occurs, that
is actually meant by S. I have already shown in my reply to my
earlier critics that it would be impossible to identify the Aptakama
Sruti with Brhadaranyaka Up. iv, 3, 21 or any other in that Up.,
for the simple reason that Brh. Up. iv, 3, 21, has nothing to do
with the subject-matter of creation of the world. It relates to the
nature of the individual soul which has attained spiritual realisa-
tion and is exempted from Utkranti (iv, 4, 6). The Upanisadic pas-
sage describes this soul and eulogises it as having realised its life’s
purpose (smeaiw), self-centred (amqq;m) and hence exempt from
Utkranti involving transmigration. There is nothing in this passage
to connect it with the gfes®wr in which $§’s bhasya cites an
:mcﬁrqslfa establishing that God as . srg®% cannot be conceived
as having any motive or purpose in engaging in the creation of the
world. It is pure sophistry to bring in the plea of the identity
of Atman and Brahman to bolster up the identification of the yj-
Fragfa cited by S in ii, 1, 33 with Brhadaragyaka Up. iv, 3, 21 which
is a description of the enlightened soul. Creation, according to
Adpvaitic theory, falls within the jurisdiction of I&vara or Saguna
Brahman, whereas the enlightened soul, exempt from wutkranti,
merges in the Absolute (Nirguna). In any case, there is no merger
or identification of the enlightened self with the Creator God (I$vara)
according to strict Advaita theory. The whole thing is thus nothing
more than a special pleading of misplaced ingenuity. No unpreju-
diced scholar can therefore accept the proposed identification of the
Jrasrafy  cited by S. under B.S. ii, 1, 33, with Brhadaranyaka Up.

iv, 3, 21.

That the actual reference is to G.K. i, 9 and to no other passage
is further corroborated by the interesting side-light thrown in this
connection by no less a person than Appayya Diksita. In his gloss

-~

7. Dr. Mahadevan, op. cit., p.

8. cf  grafzfr swwwr aga: !
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on the very same Siitra (ii, 1, 33), the Diksita himself raises a
question whether there is any inherent contradiction between the
view of creation as a sport of God (*frsTqer) adopted by the Svetd- .
$vatara Up. (vi, 1) and that of the Mandikya Up. viz. Zacig
@Ay (G.K. i, 9) which regards Creation as an expression of the
‘nature’ of God. Appayya quotes both the passages (from the Svetds-
vatare Up. and the Mandikya Up). The passage quoted from “the
Mandikya Up.” is no other than: [EAT  @ATRSTRGHTHET FT Tqgr
(G.K.1i, 9). He discusses the point raised by him and shows that there
is no essential contradiction between the views of the two Srutis, in
connection with the problem of creation of the world by God.° This
clear evidence from the Parimala of Appayya Diksita should suffice
to convince all doubting Thomases that all accredited commentators
on $§’s B.S.B. under ii, 1, 33, have taken their stand on texts per-
taining to the subject-matter of creation by God, such as those from
the Svetdsvatara Up., Mandikya Up. and so on and not at all upon
texts like Brhadaranyaka Up. iv, 3, 21, which are not even remotely
connected with the theme of Creation of the world. Hence, it would
be doing gross violence to the authentic interpretational traditions
of §’s Bhasyaprasthiana, to look for the srawmAfa outside G.K. i, 9,
which has been pointedly cited by Appayya ‘himself in focussing
the issue of the motive behind creation, Appayya Diksita was a
ruthless critic of Madhva who would miss no vulnerable point for
criticism in the latter. That such a sworn eritic of M. should himself
have agreed with him in citing GK. i, 9, as ¢ Sruti of the Mandikyu
Up. under B.S. ii, 1, 33, should suffice to establish that such a veteran
Advaitin as he found nothing inconsistent with the tradition of his
school in recognising the Karikas of the AP as Mandikya Up. proper
(as did R. and M.) and saw no palpable contradiction in so doing with
the terms in which . in his B.S.B. ii, 1, 9, had quoted one of the
Karikas of the AP. This makes it utterly improbable that G’s
authorship of the AP was “the recognised view of Advaitins”.

THE EVIDENCE OF SURESVARA

There remains only Sureévara’s reference to two Karikas from
the AP (and one from $’s Upadesasihasri) followed by the remark:
ud MEgifada: qed TR s n in his NS on which my critics

9. Hrerd gftzfeaer Wmdfafy amy
RAEAT TNTAISTHTTRITES 61 871 1| 57 Aveaavafimaty arefomeasmiaa-
draraia Arerd qfefaas’ saanhmg y3fad; 7 g gt
SARafed  Srorean) awEnd a0 qwhq % qars qforegamr: |
A HfEHT § NS T3 T agw AN g SaEIaQafa g2 gou-
FEGEATAIAATATAT  FaTT A ASZETHIaT | FA Ao Traqerie
»,lf‘aﬁﬁq (Appayya, Parimala, B.S. I, 1.33.)
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have relied, to discredit the Upanisadic theory of the AP. But 'here
again, it is the appearance that is misleading. There are some s'1gni-
ficant points in the manner of citation, here also, which have either
been overlooked by the critics or have not been properly understood
by them. The passage from S. runs:

FeaER Zfe IaTgIOR —
FAFTO@RY aifasdy gt |
T FRAGE] 51 g @ 7 fagwa
FAATRT: &l faar qeanama: |
faeafe qatafiol qad gamgd o

T WA AR —
I TS q E@erEaray: |
sTTHATITET TN v g g
Td MExfasa: qodwmd: mfaa:
AT | IgATfRT I @, 44)
i, .

Now, if uF MEzifadd.qsdwmd: wnfea:  has been intended to
refer to the same sources from which the two sets of verses had
been cited before, the initial statement of introduction:  sEaTdeg
gfzry I and qav . wwaanﬂqlm would both be unneces-
sary and redundant. It is doubtful if an expression like  syrfyq:
could legitimately be applied to a minor work like the Upadesa-
sahasri. There is greater probability that the reference in grfqéTand:
saTfae ;. is to the B.S.B. of the Bhagavatpada ($) or to a Bhisya
of his on one of the Upanisads. That the term “srrmd: in g & has
reference to what follows rather than what has gone before, is clear
from the second half:

AT § srgurfagiea<: |
It is therefore decidedly better to take:
o TRzifadT: qedwmd: warfaa:
as referring to some new sources other than those previously men-
tioned. In other words, the works cited earlier could not be the
same as those now referred to under: mezifas: gurfra: . It would
not necessarily follow, either, that a work of G. had been quoted
before. For, in the case of §. there is clear indication that he has
been quoted earlier: agut '*TW‘TWT&EW which refers to him
under the title of wwaerz. But the verses: T IFTr95Y ete. have
not been introduced with any such specific attribute. They are
simply a quotation for giving “weighty support” to the doctrine al-

ready established by the author: sgrger  gfee ITTFLTH and
their author is not mentioned; because, the quotation is not obvi-

NI~
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ously, from a human author but from a Scriptural source! This
s the correct and proper inference to be arrived at from the following
considerations. (1) There is no reason why S. should not have named
G. as the author of the two verses in question, if he had really be-
lieved them to be his, just as he has frankly and expressly mentioned
the Bhagavatpada as the author of the other verse cited. Why this
nebulousness surrounding the first uddharapam? (2) Apart from
the glaring omission of the name of the author in the first case, (for
which no convincing reason could be given, on the assumption of
G’s authorship of them), the mode of reference also, differs in the

two cases: smder afasd and qar SEUSULE

This shows that the purpose of the 3zrgzw is also different in
the two cases, one for “giving weight to the doctrine” in question,
and the other, just a reference from a work of the Bhagavatpada.
This does not mean any disrespect to the Bhagavatpada. As one
well acquainted with the FeragiEr, S. does his business correctly,
meticulously. He has discussed and established a particular doc-
trine. It requires sanction or binding force of authority, to be
admitted by all. Such authority could vest only in the words of
Scripture and not in the words of a human author, however eminent
and authoritative he might be considered to be in the estimation of
his own school. Once such superhuman authority and sanction has
been shown to exist in respect of the doctrine, other and lesser
authorities from the writings of other respected individuals could
be cited for driving home the point. But, in the first instance, the
seal of a self-sufficient authority must be set upon the doctrine.
Such an authority would undoubtedly be a Scriptural passage, in
the first place, according to Vaidika tradition, Hence, S’s quotation
in the first place from an impersonal source: e gfae ITZIIA |
Nothing could have stood in the way of his naming G. as the author
of the verses he was quoting if they had been really his—just as
he had named the author of the subsequent passage. Why had he
not done so? Surely, it could not have been because he dared nof
mention G. by name on account of excessive regard. In fact, he has
named G. in his Brhadvartika: TR M=ET AT sqT T |

The only sensible inference from this fact would be that S. did
not regard them as of human authorship. I have made it clear that
the line: Ty mEaifas could not be taken to refer to the
verses going before. Hence, w5 nt$ : therein could not be connected
backwardly with the first citation., The matter of the two citations
having been closed, by the very terms of the reference under which
they had been separately introduced (sreardey zfgey IETEL | TAT -
Em’h’rﬁm 1) no second reference to them, over again, in metrical
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form, could be called for. Hence us wiezifid: should be taken
to refer to a fresh idea: that the doctrine (s@w4:) under notice'©
has also been expounded by G and $. in their magnum opus (viz.
Karika'ii-iv and B.S.B.). There is, thus, nothing prejudicial to the
acceptance of the Upanisadic theory of the AP in the passage from
the NS. This obviates the necessity to explain away S’s explicit
reference to certain Karikas of the AP in his Brhadvdrtika as
Jqrifam and  sTwameRq as “loose” references. :

ii

The Karikas of the AP are arranged in four groups at the end
of Mantras 6, 7, 11 and 12 and introduced every time with the
words: 333 =@&H walg. This sort of introduction bears a family
resemblance to the practice followed in other Upanisads also. Hence,
it would appear to be a legitimate ground for taking the verses so
introduced to be earlier or contemporary ones, cited by the
Mandakya Up. itself. But, on the assumption of G’s authorship of
them, it is difficult to see any justification for any such introduction
at all, irrespective of whether the AP is the usual type of commen-
tary explaining the original or a “rearranged exposition of the con-
cepts of the Upanisad, in a more logical manner”.1 Even supposing
that G “expounded” the teaching of the Upanisad “dividing the
text into four convenient sections,” (Op. cit. p. 42), there is still no
necessity for him to have used so “docile and timid” a phrase as
¥3x @t wifam  when, he could as well have started the expo-
sition straightway. As the prose passages of the original and his own
metrical exposition would stand clearly distinguished in form,
there would be no fear or possibility of any confusion between the
original and the exposition Dr. Mahadevan and Karmarkar argue
that such an introductory phrase is to be found in works of human
authors also. What if? The contention is not that such phrases are
not to be found in works other than Upanisads; but that verses so
quoted are normally from other sources and not those of the authors
themselves, unless otherwise stated. The analogy of Kautilya Artha-
sastra etc., is clearly misleading. Even supposing that the verses
quoted in these works under the caption %% s=vr wafa are their
own compositions, there would be unity of authorship between the
original text and the interspersed verses. But the position here, is
different. Unless G. is held to be the author of the prose passages
of the Upanisad also, it would not have been proper for him to have
introduced his own verses with a mere sy =l wafta.  He
should clearly have stated that he was going to write an exposition

10. viz:  JFTAHIANT:  FAGATRIIET |
11. Dr. Mahadevan, op. cit., p. 49.
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of the Vedanta, starting with an exposition of the Mandiukya Up.
Surely, one who feels bound to pay respects to his teacher (?) at the
beginning of the IV chapter in two verses, could as well have been
more communicative, in the beginning also.

The AP may not be “the usual type of commentary explaining
the words of the original”. But there is no commentary of the
usual or unusual type which is known to begin its “exposition” of
a given original or a more or less independent one, with a mere
I%Y @0 wafm. Such a phrase could come with propriety from
the author of the prose passages themselves; but not from a com-
mentator or expositor, for the very simple reason that it is not the
recognised way of beginning a commentary or an exposition, parti-
cularly so learned and weighty a one as we have from G. In any
case, there would be no need for such a tame and pointless state-

ment, which looks so funny and insignificant by the side of such an
erudite performance that follows.

iii

In discussing the status of the Kirikas of the AP., I had drawn
attention to certain doctrinal inconsistencies and misfits which
render the hypothesis of G's authorship of them, untenable.
Dr. Mahadevan has tried to meet these objections. Other critics
of the Upanisadic theory have completely ignored this point. It
is, nevertheless, a very important test in deciding the issue and can-
not therefore be lightly dismissed. I shall, therefore, examine
Dr. Mahadevan’s argments in defence of G’s authorship and notice
some new points which have been brought up in this connection, in-
cluding certain arguments and novel interpretations of some karikas,
attempted by Karmarkar, in his edition.

The general impression among modern scholars that the karikas
of the AP are the compsition of G. seems to rest on circumstantial
evidences such as that of (1) the formal resemblance between the
Karikas of the AP and those of the other three; (2) the apparent
Advaitic tenor of the Mandikya Up. and the AP and (3) the mis-
construction of the two citations from the AP made in §’s B.S.B.
and in S’s NS. These have clouded their judgment to such an ex-
tent that they have failed to see the absurdity and the irony of
their claiming to know the mind of § and his Sampradaya on this
point better than the accredited leaders and interpreters of the
Advaita school who came after § and S and whose testimony has .
been decidedly and predominantly in favor of the Upanisadic theory.
Similarly, Dr. Chandradhar Sharma’s contention that “there is no
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reason why we should believe M as against S and S”'2 fails entirely
to take note of the fact that the view of M. is shared by R and ha}s
been accepted by many eminent Advaitins themselves like Advai-
tananda and Appayya Diksita, who were, by no means, friendly to
M and his views!

The correspondence in form between the verses of the AP and
the other three Prakaranas is not, by itself, a proof of their unity
of authorship. G. was an expert versifier. He could compose exqui-
site Karikas a la Nagarjuna. He has imitated the metre and rhythm
of the AP. so well that some have been misled into taking the entire
work including the AP as his own composition.

We should, therefore, rely upon (1) the mutual consistency of
thought between the Upanisadic text on the one hand and the AP
viewed as a composition of G and (2) the inner consistency of
thought of the AP with the principles and doctrines of Advaita
Vedanta, in the light of the arguments and wording of the Karikas
themselves, as they stand, to decide the issue.

The Mandikya Up. is taken to be the operational base of G’s
philosophical flights. It is assumed that this Upanisad contains key
passages of Non-dualism and Acosmism and an analysis of the triple
streams of experience of the dtman, in order to prove the illusoriness
of these changing states and the ultimacy of the Turiya.

We might therefore examine the Upanisadic text and the
Karikas of the AP as they stand, irrespective of how they have been
interpreted by the Advaita school. This would apply to the rival
interpretations of R. and M. also.

The fact that both §. and R. have quoted the same Karika
(i, 16) in their B.S.B. and disagreed about its interpretation and
philosophical significance, must open our eyes to one inescapable
fact that these Karikas should have been the common property of
Advaitins, Dvaitins and Visistadvaitins, as $ruti. There are scores
of ‘monistic’ texts and contexts, in the Upanisads, which are similar-
ly the common property of all these philosophers and over whose
interpretation the great system-builders have differed. One more
Upanisad like the Mandikya and even some twenty-nine Kirikis
added to it, would not tilt the balance in favor of any one or bring
down the skies over the heads of Indologists.

The Advaitic tradition would be at liberty to interpret the
Srutis in its own way. In the present case, its interpretation of

12. Dialectic in Buddhism and Advaita, p. 119,
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the Karikas as Sruti may be right or wrong, consistent or not with
the Mandikya Up. That is neither here nor there.

But once the Karikas of the AP are held to be not Sruti but
the composition of G. the problem would assume a different com-
plexion. It would then become incumbent upon those who hold
such a view, to show that as the work of a renowned Advaitin of
great logical penetration and insight into Tarkasastra, these
Karikas contain nothing that is inconsistent with or damaging to
Advaitic thought and principles. This would be the acid test of
the problem. The theory of G's authorship of the AP would thus
stand or fall by that test.

K iv

The case for the Theistic interpretation of the Upanisad and
the AP. indeed, deserves as much attention as the Monistic one.
Karmarkar has sought to summarily dismiss the theistic interpreta-
tion of the Up. and the AP given by Kuranarayana and M., without
even going into their details. His reasons are: “Kiranirayana tries
his best to show that Hari with his four forms, is the object of
Upésanid described in the I Prakarana. Madhva also follows the
same line. It is unnecessary to take the interpretations of K. and
M. seriously” (Op. cit. p. 70) [Italics mine]! But, why not? I have
already drawn attention to R’s theistic interpretation of G.K. i, 16
as Sruti, which Karmarkar, quite comfortably, wants to forget and
wants others also to forget! R’s reference to and interpretation of
this text raises a most interesting and important problem regarding
the possibility and probability of a comprehensive Theistic inter-
pretation of the entire Mandikya Up. and the AP. It is from the gene-
ral standpoint of the Theistic tradition of Upanisadic interpretation,
which is not foreign to the Aupanisada tradition,'3 that this ques-
tion has to be viewed. It cannot, therefore, be so curtly or con-
temptuously dismissed, as Karmarkar thinks it could be.

We may therefore go into this aspect a little closely. There
is no need to feel upset at the mention of “Hari” and his ‘“four
forms”, in this connection. The real point of the Theistic inter-
pretation of R. and M. is that the Brahman (called ‘Hari’—which
is after all a name of the Supreme Being) is the ultimate sub-
ject-matter of Upanisadic philosophy.’* The whole of this cosmos
and cosmic life is the operational field of the Brahman.'® The
cosmos represents but a fraction, s, or gr of the Brahman.'€

13. Keith, Rel. and Phil. of the Vedas, p. 595.

14. BS. i, 1, 3-4.

15. Gitd, xiii, 2.

16. Cf. urEiser fagar ?j}"llﬁ (Chan. wup. iii, 12, 5).  Gita, x, 42. BS. i, 1, 26.
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The Mandiukya Up. itself begins with the declaration that this Atman
has four aspects. It is too late in the day to dispute the position
that the term Atman is used in the Upanisads in the highest sense
of the Brahman (See §. B.S.B. TErEAdd  @wsag—i, 3, 1).17
The Brhadaranyaka Up. clearly endorses this highest signification
and usage of the term Atman as applied to the “Antaryami” in the
self (dtma) as well as in the cosmos. The whole of the Antaryami
Brahmana of the Brhadiranyaka Up. is, in fact, the most conclusive
proof of the claim of Theistic commentators on the Upanisads that
the highest truth of the Vedanta is the knowledge of the Antaryami
and His realisation. The individual self popularly known as atman,
is clearly distinguished from the genuine Atman who is the Antar-
yami of the dtmans themselves, in Brhaddranyaka Up. iii, 7, 22.
This is the corner-stone of theistic philosophy in the Ubpanisads.

Consistent then, with this position that the Upanisads are con-
cerned with the realisation of the Antaryami-Brahman by the indi-
vidual atman or transmigrating self, it would not be difficult to
show that the meditation on Om as a means of such realisation
could very properly be connected with the Antaryamin rather than
with the transmigrating atman implicited in the three states of
experience and without making this experience itself unreal. As
the four “padas” of the Atman (Antaryimi) are correlated to the
four parts of “OM” (three mdtras and the nida aspect of Om) it
would naturally mean that the four padas represent the four aspects
of the Antaryami controlling the four states of experience (of the
self). The Upanisad dwells on the three states (sthanas) not as mere
experiences of the ego but as experiences taking place under the
direct and immediate control of the Antaryami. This certainly
conduces to the “Upasana” of OM underlying the thesis of Brahman

to be meditated upon as EGIGE

That this must have been the original significance of this
symbolism of the wqearca of Brahman, is clearly revealed by certain
significant contexts in the Brhaddranyaka Up. and elsewhere,
describing (esoterically) the dream and Susupti states of the indi-
vidual (amdix sewt), as taking place under the complete control
of the Inner Ruler (Antaryami):

7. STCRAETT TATHINOIG  SFaEseRy, Aat=afor 1 (SBSB. 1.3.1) Uy
Isarara’ g 9 sTorErad  wed TATHT 99T 1)
(BSB 1, 2, 18). ’
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AT MATAIEATg: gt |
LFARTE gfa &1 fezwraa: gag o g 1
(Brh. Up. iv, 3, 11).
aera fraar qu AT 7 amed fva 32 Aoy
TTRATE TR FRAAHAT FqfsTaaqy 7 MER T 3 A
(Brh. Up. iv, 3, 21).
TIATST: GEATIRAA RS AT, Uy AT SATHAT FTF A
 S@&q iy (iv, 3, 35). ) ‘ S
.Here is stril.{ing evidence of the authentic use of the term “prajna”
in the gen.uu.le Upanisadic tradition, in the sense of the Antaryami
alonef as dls.tmguished from the transmigrating self (T yreHAT) 18
that is subject to limitations of Svapna, Nidra ete. or ‘a"raﬁ{r»:r;r’
Tll:e‘B. S. ggfq{ﬂ?&ﬁﬁéa (i, 3, 42) clinches the matter in favour of
Theism th.at.m l?oth Susupti and utkranti, the grax ATHT  stands
sha.rply distinguished from the g Paramitms (Antaryami)

the same or even ‘aspects’ of the same being. 19 Otherwise, the

;g;gilasis on their difference (ﬁa:r) in the Satra would lose its

The evidence of the U anisadic texts ci i

against the identification of f‘.)he 1$3réjﬁa with ctllzzde;c? (;Zea:lsy lezr?}
'hzs states. But according to G and § (following him) the Prajiia
is but a “conditioned” state of the atman in Susupti. But accordin

to the Brhadaranyaka Up. and the B.S. the Préjﬁa is other than thi
a7 syenT implicated in the Susupti state. This shows clearl

that th.e identification of the “Prijia” with the Antaryami of thi
Susupti state, by K. and M. is more in accord with the Upanisadic
and Sautra tradition than its identification with a conditioned étate
of the dtman as in Q. and S. The Mandikya Up. 6, describing the

foahass AR wi swwEih, B o e s

On the basis of this indisputable finding, we can legitimately

18.S. unconvincingly seek § « : —-
Bhisyay, Bly seeks to interpret “ FTAT ,¢ QTfI"(I[ (body)! (Brh. up.

19. Cf. 79 ISTEX THARAN FaTRIT Fa1d7 aft @93 v =h 3
: ) g REKIEEIIES

IR AT srsrsr?ff: RRIERRRUCIE I St i aﬁszg%wsrﬁ-rcfaﬁ %

AT | T s it i

T It Shrare (Bhamati, 1, 3, 42), ' T m WF“ |
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argue backwards and infer that “Visva” and “Taijasa” similarly
are ‘esoteric’ designations of the Antaryami in the Jagrat and
Svapna states of the transmigrating self, controlling his waking
and dream-experiences. The Brahman as fsgg=gaifiy must naturally
be the all-controller and not merely the controller of the Susupti
state alone. Hence the appellations Visva, Taijasa and Prajfia are
applied to Him as the Antaryami of the Jiva in these three states.
It would be seen that the identification of Visva, Taijasa and Prajiia
as the names of the controlling aspects of the Brhman, of the res-
pective states of experience of the embodied selves, is the corollary
of the thesis of fafasr=raifica of Brahman taught in the Antaryami’
Brahmana of the Brhadaranyaka, which brings the entire Cosmos
of sentient and insentient reality under the control of the Antaryami
(B.S. i, 2, 18 and cf. M. thereon). Sl

It is equally in accord with the idea of the Antaryami that
texts in the Upanisads and Gita refer to the Brahman qua Antar-
yami, as the Partaker =3 fygt (Katha i, 3, 1) and “Bhokta”20
(enjoyer) of the acts of individuals. This is echoed in the expres-
sions wqeqs and gfafarri® applied to the Visva and Taijasa as-
pects of the Antaryami in the Mandakya Up. and the AP. The Gita
tells us that the subtle activities and operations of the Antaryamin
are ceaselessly going on in the life of the microcosm and the macro-
cosm and that the wise see this while the ignorant fail to see or
understand it.2? : :

w99 gady (x.8).

A9 yfasimagd 9 (xv. 15).

TR AT FeaTgeRmdeET: |

Tédate garfa AFTaTEET q  (xv. 8).

Serme fead arfy o ar sonfraay |

fagar s weaf sm=gT (xv. 10).

o=l g TATRAaferay  (xv. 11).
and xv, 13-14. , '
The theistic interpretation of the Mandikya Up. and the AP. in
terms of the Antaryamin vis a vis the ego implicated in the three
states of experience, is thus, quite in accordance with the teachings
of the Upanisads. R. and M. have accordingly, interpreted the
teaching of the Mandikya Up. in terms of this basic idea. It is
philosophical immaturity to dismiss the theistic line of interpreta-

20. Cf. Afas1sghATTT 3 (Gita, vii, 4). -
g f qdaamat ST T wRT T (G, ix. 24). S
21, Cf. AEATTAT § I FEAAIAATTITAT 7 TR ; (& BSB. i, 2, 3),
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tion of the Mandiikya Up. sponsored by them as not worthy of seri-
ous consideration.

The Karikas also find a more cogent explanation in terms of a
general Theistic interpretation of the Upanisad. We have seen that
the natural sense of Mandikya Up. 6, is in favor of a realistic view
of creation and dissolution of the world, by the Antaryami.
Karika i, 6, which is a paraphrase of the prose text, has no trace
of a Pirvapaksa unlike i, 7. In view of the propriety of taking the
terms Visva etc., in terms of the Antaryami, expressions like 7o
7g: have to be understood also in the sense of exercising control
over the respective states.22

Karika i, 17, implies that the bondage of Miya to which the
Jivas are. said to be subject, in i, 16, is real and beginningless, but
terminable. The root of bondage is the misplaced notion of its
own independence, by the ego. The experiences of embodied exist-
ence typified by the three states, are controlled by the mysterious
power of the Lord ( sarfemraar ). They take. place at His will
( Aramrrg), Their termination would naturally depend on realising
their true nature as existing and taking place under the control
of the Lord. The meditation on the Brahman as denoted by OM
is to be carried out as a meditation on the three aspects of . the
Antaryimin holding sway over the three states of experience. Thus
the whole Up. and th AP admit of quite a plausible and consistent
Theistic interpretation on the basis of the doctrine of Antaryami.

v

Ajativada Vs. Creation Theories

Ajativada or No-Origination is the pivot of Gaudapada’s philo-
sophy. Not only origination, but every other bhavavikdra is re-
jected by him as illusory. But the Upanisad and the AP describe
g, €1 and gafer  as actual states experienced by the ego. That
the next Prakarana establishes their ‘unreality’ by the anvaya-
vyatireka method, is beside the point, as the unity of authorship
between the I Prakarana and the others is not accepted by all.

Karmarkar holds that as a staunch Ajativadin, the author of
the Karikas condemns all creation theories in Karikas i, 6-9. This
is begging the question. The evidence of the Karikas of the AP as
they -stand, is decidedly against this assumption that they stand
committed to Ajativada. It is only by a forced and tortuous inter-

22. Cf. §afead wafee, &= 3gIfy sy qarf Afeiafi-Te 27 avm
XX 7 Tl R aqafy (8. BSE. I 3, 41),
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pretation that such a conclusion could be drawn. But it would be
clearly against the spirit and letter of not only the prose t?xt
uq Aifr: wiey wwaiany fg yame  admitting clearly the evolution
and dissolution of phenomena; but of Karika 6 which has the clear
ring of a Siddhanta: swa: aiwEmT  watafa fafrzwa:  followed by
the mention of ‘“other” views. Karmarkar seeks to change the
natural syntactic connection of gwgi with fgfssq: and to cpnnect
it with @dwrearg ) This is clumsy and roundabout. rIfhere can't
be ‘non-existent entities’ as distinguished from ‘existent entities’'
The term “fafqswa:” would also hang loose and would have to be
supplied with a new correlative such as %nsr'rfaq whereas (mlan)
FIMEATTT  99a: §@ §ai fafrsa: would be the most natural and
straight way of interpreting the line. Karmarkar concedes tha‘t
“Prana” in the B.S. is taken in the sense of Brahman. Why could it
not have the same sense here?

Karika i, 7: @agamsif qf‘nzv;:&f’aq?&qm is a pointed repudia-
tion of the Advaitic theory that creation is a myth and an illusion
like dreams and magic.28 Vidhusekhara Bhattacharya has frankly
admitted that such (w=wram@ear gfiz: ) is the view of the “Madhya-
mika and Yogicira Buddhists and some Vedantins, including our
teacher (Gaudapada)”.24

This would give the deathblow to Gaudapada’s authorship of
this Karika (and ergo of the AP). Dr. Mahadevan and Karmarkar
have therefore tried to avert it by a specious plea that EmI™ETT
qftz: refers to a realistic view of creation! According to the latter,
the reference is to “some passages in the Lankdvatdrasitra, where
¥wd and wmrar are used together”.25 Dr. Mahadevan thinks that
“the author of the Karikas distinguishes between certain views
which characterise creation as GaaEaeEqT  and his own view
that it is #rmaerg (Op. cit. p. 43). All this is mere wishful think-
ing. Neither the\addition of one more illustration to ¥y nor of
the suffix #®q to them, could change the proposition: geramT-
qeqr  gfrz: from an idealistic one into a contrary one in support
of Realism. Indeed, Gaudapada himself uses the very same examples
of Svapna and Maya in ii, 31:

TAAHE TAT 3= AL 797 |
a1 fazafad 32 dgmag faserdt: |

2. G. K. ii, 31. Cf also: AIAGIUMHT, TAHATGTAT % LEIRIGARICE
TEACAATIAAINA@NGS: & BSB. IL 1, 14). ‘\rqfads 3 Fran
arfaat g &1 aa:  (Istasiddhi,)

24. Op. cit, p. 3.

25. In GK. ii, 31. also, the two examples are used together representing his own
Siddhanta! : .

Nos. 3-4) AGAaMA PRAKARANA OF GAUDAPADA 117

in support of his thesis that the world-appearance is unreal. The
only difference between the two bassages is that in i, 7 ¢d we have
a compound word ({-ara[qrqm@qf) while ii, 31, uses separate words
to denote the Upamana and the similitude (STarar=). This differ-
ence in phrasing could make no difference to the meaning of the
proposition as such. It is to evade this that Karmarkar argues
(after Anandagiri) that “those who believe Srsti to be like Svapnu
and Maya, do believe in the reality of the creative process”. This
again is disingenuous. When dreams and Maya are themselves un-
real, there can be no talk of their causal process being real (Cf. G .K.
iv, 58.)., Karmarkar argues further that according to R. crea-
tion in dreams is real (Op. cit. p. 61). This is a perversion and abuse
of R’s position. If the purpose of the comparison of Srsti with
Svapna and Mays3, in i, 7 cd is to establish its ‘reality’, it would be
a very unusual way of establishing Realism, indeed! We have idea-
listic philosophers who have attempted to establish the unreality of
world-experience (and of waking experience) on the analogy of
dreams and illusions:.26 But, we have'nt heard of any Realistic
philosopers with any reputation to lose, trying to establish the rea-
lity of world-experience (and waking experiences) by resorting to
the analogy of dreams and illusions! In fact, dreams could not be
established as “realities” unless the ‘reality’ of waking-experiences
is accepted first! Otherwise, there would be no gzsmig for the
anumana. It would then be needless to resort to an inference to
demonstrate the reality of Waking experience thro’ dreams! It is
preposterous to bring in R’s name to support such an absurd inter-
bretation of w@aREEE qﬁz: as a Realistic view of creation.

On the other hand, the theory that all creation is like a dream
and a magic is avowedly the pet-child of Advaita.2? That being so,
why should any one indulge in roundabout fancies and wild guesses

as to who is meant in i, 7 cd, or try to find some scapegoat? The
cap fits G. correctly:

FEAAD AT I THFTAE AT |
T fasafad g R faserd: (i, 31).

It is but right then, that he should be made to wear it, not R or any
other. The result would be a palpable self-contradiction between
i, 7 cd and ii, 31, which could only be overcome by admitting that
i, 7 and the AP in which it occurs, are not a composition of G. It is
no use quibbling over this point.

%.BS.1,2 2. and 8. ugad  aremAlvein  @enfaramag st
sy whwfaserar fada avemm WA | yageEntaRaTtay )
27. GK. iv, 39; iv, 37; iv, 31.
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g=erATd W gfezfifa awl fafaf=ar 3, 8 ab)
reiterates the Siddhanta view of the author of the AP (i, 6) that
creation is real, by asserting that it is just an act of will of God
(Prabhoh). The purpose of such reiteration is to drive home the
point that it is neither a Parinama of Brahman(f‘aﬁlﬁf) i, 7 ab) nor a
superimposition (rgetgrmEmEEdr i, 7 c¢d) as Pantheists and Acosmists
would have it. :

Karika i, 9, takes up the next important point regarding world-
creation, viz., its possible motive or purpose. After mentioning two
Piarvapaksa views:

e gftzfega feeifafy s (4, 9 ab)
it concludes with a clinching affirmation of its own view:
ety warEsay | (9 cd)

that it is the nature of the Divine Lord (é-q-) to create. This con-
clusion is also backed by a sound reason: sFTHER ®T &zt (9 cd)
challenging the possibility of any personal desire or motive, for
the act of creation, on the part of God. It is the purpose or per-
sonal motive behind creation that is sought to be negatived, not the
act of creation itself.

If creation were not a fact according to the author of the AP,
no question of its motive or purpose could legitimately arise or be

discussed by him in all seriousness. It stands to reason therefore,
that the author of the AP could not have been an Ajativadin. His
words:  3FEIT W ATIAARAFTRET &7 Twgar? have the ring of a
solemn Theist who believes in the reality of God’s creation as being
the result of a spontaneous act of His Will. It is a sheer monistic
bias that forces Dr. Mahadevan to argue that “since creation is
unintelligible, we can only say that it is the nature of the Lord”
(Op cit. p. 43) [Italics mine]. There is no word in the text charac-
terising creation as unintelligible. And no reason has been given
in the AP to warrant such a conclusion. That such reasons are
given in Prakarana II, and the subsequent ones, is irrelevant, so long
as the unity of authorship between the first Prakarana and the
others is yet unproved. If i, 9 cd means anything, it is this that
Creation is perfectly consistent with an Aptakima-God. It is His
nature to create and nature according to G. himself, is neither
“unintelligible” nor subject to change (iv, 9) nor could be unreal
(iii, 21). S’s interpretation of za9rg here as “Avidya”, is therefore
out of place, as Avidya can hardly be the “Svabhiva” of the Atman.
Karmarkar’s comment in this connection that in the Ajativada of
G there is no scope for a creation, even thro’ Avidya (Op. cit. p. 62),
tho’ in itself quite true, is not helpful in the present context, where

—
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creation is accepted as a fact and a reality (i. 6; 8 cd; 9 cd), and
Ajativada itself is repudiated by Mandikya 6: swyarcyat fg samrg
There is therefore no use in bringing up Ajativiada here. Karmarkar
should a.lso explain how Kirika 10 could speak of the “cessation
qf.a.ll miseries: frqa: qég:{an:rrq: (S e ) when neither
origination nor dissolution is an actual fact a::cording to G.K. ii, 32.
If the “all-pervading Turiya is capable of controlling the cessation
of all miseries”, such miseries of bondage (viz. jagrat, svapna etc.)

must naturally be caused and controlled by Him. How then could
they be “unreal”?

It is not possible to draw any conclusion about the unreality
of phenomena from the passags: (10 cd) either:

FET: AT Aeqat fageg
as it gives quite a natural Theistic sense:
qawrari, foqegat 39 wda: )

‘The Lord Turya has been proclaimed to be pre-eminent of all the
creatures and their Ruler (Isana) and Master (Prabhu).2e

Karikas 17 and 18 deserve the greatest attention. They employ
the Tarka method’ of argument, at which G. is said to be particu-
larly clever.2® I have pointed out in the RPR that these two
Karikas, as they stand worded, involve serious contradiction with
Advaitic theory and principles and that they tend to establish a
realistic view of word-experience, by the very terms of the Tarka
mode of argument (reductio ad absurdum) employed by them.
Dr. Mahadevan has tried to show that these two Karikas are quite
consistent with the Advaitic position and do not contain anything
that militates, in the least, against the theory of G’s authorship of
the AP. This is however unsustainable.

He admits (p. 86) that Karikas'17-18 employ the Tarka method
of argument. But he contends that in i, 17 “the antecedent of the

8. CL “®iwaA"" gdw fadw, FrsEa g erarar faafearifag: e
SIS 2 | FdwrEr oh i EAGT 9 | ST EET |
AN FON T RO TR, A4T T 07 Fowe e
THT IR TN FANEAT 7 REIEUCIE T i Co S e P e
AT FIqaHi qfydiaaqsd wary o 79 TIF | FeaTfgdiaessarwmar ug 1
afid ) dat afdind @ adstawa aATfrFaT ST | qarr
Feiwer  antusatgaa-aat TeifEed W WA | asardawatragfuhy n]
(Jayatirtha, VTNt, p. 258, Bangalore, 55).
29. Dr. Mahadeva, op. cit., p. 86 and fn.
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proposition ‘there is no removal’, would be not because the world
exists, but ‘because it does not exist in reality” (p. 42). Even so,
the proposition that ‘there is no removal’ would conflict with i, 10,
where the removal of wordly bondage is accepted as a fact.

Even conceding that the world and its sublation are both equally
illusory,3° there would still persist another difficulty already
pointed out by me, in the hypothetical form of the argument in
i, 17 ab: yqa7 az. fada, faada: According to Dr. Mahadevan, this
means “If the Universe did really exist, it would be removed, no
doubt” (Op. cit. p. 42). But then, such a ‘tarka’ would have to rest
on a sound concomitance (vyapti) between “whatever exists in
reality”, and its “removal” (sublation or badha). Could G, with his
“deep insight into Tarkasastra” (Op. cit. p. 86) successfully main-
tain a flawless Vyapti between what exists in reality and its sub-
lation? Would not such a vydpti be suicidal to the Advaitin and
recoil oh his Brahman or Atman and make them both “unreal”?
How could G. have admitted such a Vyapti and pressed it when it
would have come down upon him like a boomerang? Evidently,
Dr. Mahadevan has not realised the grave danger to Monism that is
implicit in this vyapti behind the ‘tarka’ used in i, 17 ab.

For reasons totally unconnected with this difficulty, which he
seems hardly to have realised, either, Karmarkar proposes suo motto
a novel interpretation of his own of Karika i. 17 ab: “If the
(projected) creation were really existing, it would definitely con-
tinue to exist” (Op. cit. p. 6 and Notes p. 64). He takes ‘“fagda’’
to mean, not ‘“sublated”, but “definitely continue to exist” (ff: =
fra a'éf‘(r) Such an interpretation of “nivarteta”, is, to say least,
quite against the accepted interpretation of the term ‘“nivrtti” and
its radical forms, in Advaitic metaphysics. Moreover, the same term
is used in G.K. i, 18 and ii, 18 also, where Karmarkar himself
renders it differently as “liable to be turned away” (sublated). This
shows that “nivarteta” in i, 17 and “vi-nivarteta” in 1,18, are syno-
nymous and could not be assigned two opposite meanings, in succes-
sive verses. If {7547 is understood as sublation, then, the Atman him-
self would be open to sublation, as a really existing entity. Such
a contingency could hardly be welcome to the Monist. In the ab-
sence of such a Vyapti (a7 faay afgady ) the ‘tarka’ argument
could not be pressed to any valid conclusion by way of Viparyaya-
paryavasana.

Karika i, 18 qua G’s would be equally disastrous to Advaita.
That this objection of mine is really a ‘“formidable” one and is not

30. See Advaita Siddhi.

Nos. 3-4] AGAMA PRAKARANA OF GAUDAPADA 121

only seemingly so, and has gone home, is clear from the way in
which Dr. Mahadevan has sought to mistranslate the line: fageqy
fafqada =feaqr afz Fafaq as “the world of plurality (Vikalpa) would
cease, if any one had created it” (qn%qa;) [Italics mine]. I want
to know if “created” is the correct translation of “Ffeqg:” here?
Is not “sfwa:” imagined? Why this camouflage? In Vedantic
works, “&feqg” has a definite meaning of phantom or phantasy. It
is not an isolated term occurring in this Prakarna only. It is used
by G. himself in ii, 9, in the clear sense of “imagined”, which is its

] technical sense in Advaita philosophy. See also G.K. ii, 11, 12, 14,

15, 16 and iii, 33. fysfeqg also, carries the same sense in G.K. ii,
11, 17, 18 and 19.

Karmarkar, on the other hand, honestly sticks to the correct
and accepted meaning of ‘“sfeqg’ as “imagined” in i, 18. But his
mistake lies in his not seeing or following up the reductio ad absur-
dum employed in ii, 18 ab to its logical terminus:

fawew: (Wa:) afe wfewa: (afg) faada 7 frada
qenty , T fawer: wfeva: o de. qromfas o7

But, Karmarkar’s failure to do so by denying the consequent
and then the antecedent, as expected in a ‘tarka argument’, is no
reason why others should not do so. If we do so, as indeed we
must, we have to draw the conclusion that the world of duality is
not at all sfegq (imaginary) but a very real one!

) Thus, Karikas i, 17 and 18, as they stand worded, involve a
serious logical contradiction of Advaita doctrine. It is therefore
impossible to hold that they could have emanated from G.

Internal and external evidences thus compel us to reject G’s

authorship of the AP and treat it as a part of the Mandikya Up.
itself, instead. .
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the mo‘res and it is Gayatri which is selected. In the original Rg-vedic
tradition it is the real celestial bird which brings Soma and this bird is
roprasented in the sacrificial manipulations of the Brahmanas as the Gayatri,
Still, even here the old kernel of the story, viz, the fetching of Soma,
by a bird is perceptible. If any inetre that deserves to be credited with
the foat of fotching Soma for Indra, the most prominent of the drinker
of Soma among the gods, it should be Tristubh alone which is the most
favourite of Indra. The selection of Gayatri probably seems to have origi-
nated with the Samavedins whose most usual and favourite metre used
for the samans is the Gayatri, Also in M.S. we get : ‘“‘Samadevatyo
Vai Somah’’, It is also noteworthy that more than half of the hymns
of the ninth Mandala are in the Gayatrl metre (67+447). In M.S, we
got the reason why Gayatri must be selected, There Gayatri is
identified with S’yena and in the Rg-veda the hawk plays a prominent
part in the fetching of Somna, Thus, in M.S, III, 7.9. we have ¢S’yenaya
tva, Somabhrte, Gayatri vai somabhrt S’yenah,»

In passing we digress a little. In the conflict between the gods
and tho demons for nectar Indra transforming into a bird stealy it off,
Thus, at K.S. XXVIL 5, we have *Indrah S’yeno bhiitva amrtam
niramusnat,”” In the later literature Garuda is concerned with the task
of fotching nectar, There is a myth of the nectar-bringing eagle for
Zeus, The metamorphosis of Odin as an eagle to carry oft the mead is
roughly similar to the Soma-bringing hawk for Indra,

A. D. Shastri

Gaudap da-Karika-1V-1-An Interpretation

The first verse of the fourth chapter, Alata-S’anti, in the Gaudapada-
Karika runs :

FIATHINGTT A, A TR, |
§aReA dgged a=y B & |
This verse his been differently interpreted! and according to some
scholars? it can ba used as an argument to prove that the fourth chapter
is a separate work altogether and that Gaudapada or whoever may be
the author of that chapter owes much to Buddhism if he is not a Buddhist
himself, Without entering into a discussion of the arguments and counter-
arguments,3 an attempt has been made below to explain the verse as
the one occuring in the fourth chapter of the work as per the well-known
dictum ¢ Sthitasya gatis’ cintaniyd .

The verse can be translated as-¢ I bow to the best of the bipeds
who, with the knowledge similar to the space, and non-different from that
which is to be known, knew the objects comparable to the sky.” For
understanding the real purport of this verse we shall have to find out
what Gaudapada intends by the terms ¢ @kds’a ’ and ¢ gagana. > The term
¢ dharma > does not appear to mean ‘atman’ or the soul but an ¢ object .
But for ¢ akas’a’ and °gagana’, shall we take them to be completely
synonymous or shall we think that there is some distinction between the
two

The space-analogy has been used by Gaudapada himself in the
third chapter of his Karikas to show that just as space when limited by
a pot is called ghatakds’a, though in fact there is no such distinction,
even so the supreme spirit is limited and known to be individual souls,
although no such difference actually exists.4# When these pots and the
like are destroyed the ghatdkds’a is also merged in the space; similarly
the individual soul merges in this supreme spirit,5 Thus though there

1. The commentary, ascribed to S’amkara; “Agamas’istra of Gaudapada’ — Vidhu-
g'ekhara Bhatticharya; ‘Gaudapads’ T. M. P. Mahadevan; ‘Gaudapida-karikas
and Buddhism’, N. B. Purohit, All India Oriental Conference (vol. VIIL.)

9. Vidhug'ekhara Bhattacharya —‘Agama-s'astra of Gaudapada’ — intro. pp. Iv.and
p. 83-93.

3. ‘Gaudapada’ — T. M. P, Mahadevan pp. 213-4, and ‘G. K. and Buddhism’ —
N. B. Purohit.

4. G. K. IIL. 3.
6. G. K. IIL 4,
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may be the: distinction of forms, functions or names, there is no diffe-
renca in the spice, and the svme is trus of the individual souls,! Just
as the ghatakas’'a is neither 'a part nor a ‘modification of the “space,
similarly the individual soul is neither a part nor a modification of
the supreme soul.2 To thoso who are ignorant the sky appoears defiled
by impurity ; equally dofiled appears -the supreme spirit to those who
do not know3 Thus Gaudapada begins his chapter on the ‘advaita’ by
giving expression to what was later known as ‘avacchedavada’ in the
Kevaladvaita-school of S*amikara. In the verse III,8 he uses the word
‘gagany’ to mean ‘sky’ while everywhere else he uses the word aka’sa,
Aftor thus boginning the chapter, Gaudapada proves the famous ‘ajati-
vada' on scriptural and other grounds and teaches the ‘aspars’ayoga’
the yoga without external contact.t Here also Gaudapada, while speaking
of tho Brahman, says : the jiana is jReyabhinna — non-ditferent from the
Jiteya which is the Brahman,® S

In the light of Gaudapada’s discussion on the space-analogy, we
shall be able to understand the verse in question, He says that the
Jndne or knowledge is similar to the dkds’a or space and is non-ditferent
from the jAcya or that which is to be known which as said before is the
Brahman, The Vedanta of Gaudapada as explained and developed by the
great amkara believes that Knowledge-it may be called jadna or Samuit
or any such word can be used-—is the same, as the Brahman, This
is tho highest knowledge in which evérything is merged in one—the
knower, the known and the knowledge alike, The distinction between
tho knower and the known subsists only on the empirical level ‘of our
oxpericnco,  When howover one transcends that level and leaps into the
esoteric lovel of experience, the distinction between the: subject and the
object vanishes,  For ono who knows this, the objects of the world including
the individual souls are just like ¢ gagand ’~sky which appears defiled and
dirty to the ignorant but which in reality is ¢ akas'a *-space, He knows
this thoroughly ( samiyak buddhal its samibuddhak ) and he thereupon
eschews all contacts with the world, (aspars’ayoge), It is to a man
who has roulised this that Gaudapada pays his homage. He is the best
of men, ' ‘ -

G. K. III. 6.
G. K. IIL. 7.
G. K. IIL 8,
G. K. TII. 39—46.
G. K. IIIL 33.

[

Al

GAUDAPADA-KARIKA — IV-1 — AN INTERPRETATION © 5%

It is not necessary: therefore. to go to-the. Buddhistic works and
try to find out how the jitdna is comparable to dkds'a, the dharmas
to gagana and how ‘the jaeya’ is non-different from jfiana.l On the
other hand by using the terms ¢ gagama’> and * akas'a?, Gaudapada
suggests something else, When we take into dccount the verse IILS;
where the term ‘gagama’ is used it becomes clear to us that ‘gugame’
in IV.1, is wrongly understood as meaning mere void. The Buddhists
on the other hand say that the dharmas are mihsvabhdva and are
like the son of a barren womanz2 In that case they cannot be compa-
red to ‘gagana’, as understood by Gaudapada, Again by comparing the
knowledge with ‘@kds’a’, Gaudapada also makes it clear that his concep-
tion of knowledge is not that of a stream of transcient vijnanas but is
sternal real knowledge, Thus Gaudapadw's theory is different from both
the vijnanavade and the s‘imyavida, :

“The phrase ‘dvipaddm varam’ doos not moan Ndmiyana as has
been made out by the commentator; for Narayana is the highest god
and naturally Gaudapada would not call Nardyana ‘the best of bipeds’,
It is not ‘necessary also to say that the reference is to the Buddha3,
Gaudapada has referred to the Buddha only twice in one verset. where he
uses the word in singular; everywhero else5 he uses the word in plural
and there it means ‘the wise’. On the other hand Gaudapada here pays
homage to whoever has attained to that state of perfection ; for surely
he is the best of men,6

It appears that this verse is something like a resume’ of what has
already been discussed and a suggestion of what is going to bo discussod,
By pointing out the theory of oneness and the space-analogy Gaudapada
refers to what has been taught by him in chapter III, viz, the theory of
‘agati’ and ‘Kevaldadvaita.’ Gaudapada again suggests how he differs from
the Buddhistic doctrines. Chapter IV is meant for this; it shows how
Gaudapada goes a step forward from the Buddhistic position of idealism.
Gaudapada himself asserts at the end of the chapter: ““This has not
been told by the Buddha,7.

Vidhus’ekhara Bhattacharya— ‘Agamag’astra of Gaudapada’ — pp. 83-93,
V. Bhattacharyu in Agamas’astra of Gaudapada’ pp. 87.
. V. Bhattacharya — ‘Agamag’astra of Gaudapada’ pp. 83-4.
IV. 99. :
. IV. 19, 42, 80, 83, 98, . :
T. M. P. Mahadevan_— ‘Ga,u(_lapadﬁ.’ pp. 214. Mahadev;m sees no harm even in
' understandiug the dvipadam varam as Nariyana.

7. Wag, &7 R | — IV. 99,

S ok o
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Arise ! Awake! And stop not till the Goal is reached,

SPIRITUAL TALKS OF

January 17, 1930

When asked whether he had read the article
on the Master by Romain Rolland in the Asia
magazine, Mahapurushji replied: ‘I have not
read the whole of it, but his presentation seems
to be excellent—though from the human point
of view rather than that of an incarnation.
He might have been under the belief that to
think of him as divine brings in the idea of
superhuman power, which creates some dis-
tance. But why should any idea of distance
come? All powers and other glories become
harmonized in him, so that the awe arising
from superhuman glory etc. shrinks back. Is
any one afraid of one’s father even if he should
be a millionaire ?

‘But in the relation that we had with the
Master, there was not the slightest touch of
awe. Speaking for ourselves, we did not look
upon the Master like that, and the Master also
liked it that way. He would be offended if any
one called him an incarnation of God. That
really seems to undermine the intimacy one
hopes to gain through love. A relation of love
and faith is engendered by thinking of a person

SWAMI SHIVANANDA

as one’s mother, father, brother, friend, and -
so on. Do you not remember the story of -
Guhaka Candala in the Ramayana? .

January 19, 1930

When a brahmacarin prayed for sannyasa,‘ ‘
Mahapurushji remarked, addressing all of us: -~
‘The Master gave each one of us a piece of
ochre cloth to be worn at the time of medita- .
tion. That is a good idea, and anyone can
adopt it. Then Swamiji (Swami Viveka-
nanda) secured the mantras for the formal vo
of monasticism and made us all take order
An ochre robe helps one in begging for food
for otherwise one has to introduce oneself
all and sundry as a monk at the time of beg
ging. God is our inner Ruler, the Soul of ou
souls—of all and of myself too. It is enough.
if one has love, devotion, and faith in Him,
One should strive to have these. But mstead‘
of that, one would perform homa (offe
ing oblations in fire) and take up the monasti
life, and there it ends! It has become
fashion, and I have no liking for such a farce
If one does not strive to realize Truth eve
after coming here, then all is in vain. Whi
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What can bring them that knowledge are these
traditional methods of religious and moral in-
struction. And therefore is the need for in-
tensifying and spreading these popular methods
of disseminating spiritual ideas among our
people.

Thus we see that man needs religious and
moral instruction at all stages of his life. It
is not enough if such instruction is confined to
“the home or the school alone; every sphere of

PRABUDDHA BHARATA

May

life has a function to perform, which must be
done in all faith and with a sense of duty.
The home sows the seed and provides nourish-
ment ; the school provides air and light and
strengthens the plant ; and personal striving in
tune with lofty spiritual ideals puts forth the
blossom from which emanates the soul-elevating
fragrance of a perfect character, which is the
true end and aim of all religious and moral
instruction.

S G

GAUDAPADA ON MAYA AND AVIDYA

By PROFESSOR SURENDRANATH BHATTACHARYA

Some Ubpanisads suggest that the subject
alone is real. The Buddhists proceed nega-
tively and try to prove the unreality of objects
(the extremists denying even the subject).
Gaudapada (end of the seventh century or begin-
ning of the eighth century A.p.), upon whom
the Buddhistic influence is so palpable that
some scholars doubt his Brahmanism, establishes
the Upanisadic doctrine with Buddhistic dialec-
tic. The second prakarana of his Karika has
the avowed object of proving the unreality of
objects. He says that the waking experiences
are as much unreal as the dream experiences.
Moreover, a thing which is non-existent in the
past and in future must also be so at present,
though it might appear to be existent now.”
This characteristic applies to all experiences,
and they must therefore be held to be unreal.
Although Gaudapada proves the unreality of
all objects, yet he is not a nihilist. He says
that, though both the waking objects and the
dream objects are alike false, there must be
something to cognize them, to imagine them.?
This substratum, he says, is Atman or Brahman.
The Atman (the permanent Subject) regards
Himself as so many objects. And as there

' Mandakya-karika, 114, 5, 31.
2 Ibid., 1.6
s Ibid., IL11.

cannot be any actual transformation of the
subject into the object, the phenomenon is
effected by the Atman’s own Maya;* in other
words, the entire world of experience is brought
into existence by an inscrutable something,
called Maya. Here Gaudapada evidently takes
Maya to mean the inexplicability of the rela-
tion between the only really existent Atman
and the world of experience. Again, the
absolute oneness of the Atman would preclude
Maya as a separate entity. Hence Gaudapada
says that Maya is in the nature of the Atman.’

Gaudapada examines the different theories
of creation and concludes that creation can be
nothing but the Atman’s nature.® He, however,
attaches no importance to the problem of crea-
tion, which, according to him, is not worth in-
vestigating; for Reality-in-itself has nothing to
do with creation.” The problem is discussed
only for the benefit of the student and to help
him in realizing the transcendental Truth.®
And when discussed for a practical need, it is
found that creation is inexplicable and, as such,
it should best be characterized as Maya.

4 Ibid., 11.12.

®Ibid., 1.9; also note the word ‘svamayaya’ in 11.12.

¢Ibid., 1.7-9; see also Sankara’s commentary on
these verses.

"Ibid., 11.32.

®Ibid., 1.18.
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Gaudapada argues that it is impossible that
the world should originate from Brahman; for
(i) Brahman can have no necessity for it;°
(ii) to say that the world originates from
Brahman is to say that Brahman is born as the
world, but Brahman is unborn (aja), and there-
fore It cannot take birth in any shape, unless
it forgoes its own nature.’® To say that the
Sat (the ever-existent Atman) is actually born
is to commit the fallacy of regressus ad infini-
tum.
of itself or of another.!* To speak of a thing
as self-born is meaningless, for, if the thing is
already existing, the term ‘birth’ would be in-
applicable to it. Similarly, to speak of one
thing being born of another would be equally
meaningless and fallacious, for, unless the thing
is there, it cannot come into sudden existence,?
nor does one pot produce another, or one pot
another cloth. To speak of the production of
a pot out of clay, or the birth of a son of a
mother, is but conventional. Thus the very
idea of creation or production is fallacious. So
it is impossible that Brahman should modify
Itself into the world.*® The illustrations in the
Chandogya U panisad of earth, iron, sparks of
fire, etc. are given only to begin the discourse
and not to preach the real modification of
Brahman. Hence, whenever the world is said
to originate from Brahman, it is to be under-
stood to do so only through Maya.** The
only reasonable reconciliation of the statements
of Sruti which deny differences of all kinds
(neha nanasti kificana etc.) and those that
speak of the origination of the world of diver-

® Ibid., 1.9.

© Ibid., 111.20-22.

" Ibid., 1IV.22.

2 cf. Satkdryavada of the Sankhya.

® Mandikya-karika, IV.7-8 ; cf.
11.3.9.

M Mandukya-karika, I111.19.

In fact, nothing can be said to be born -

Brahma-Sitra, ~
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sity out of the only one Sat is to take this
origination as purely illusory. And such texts
as ‘Indro mayabhih pururipamiyate’ etc. clearly
lay down the theory.’> The world of diversity
is therefore nothing but Maya.®

Thus we see that Gaudapada takes Maya to
mean:

(i) The nature or power of the Atman by
virtue of which He (though un-
changeable) appears as the manifold
world.

(ii) The inexplicability of the relation be-
tween the Atman and the world.

(iii) The apparent dreamlike condition of
the world.

To describe the relation of the world and the
individual Atman (jiva) with the unchangeable
Atman, Gaudapada adopted the theory of
Maya. He examines the three states of con-
sciousness (jagrat, svapna, and susupti) and the
so-called law of cause and effect in the objec-
tive and subjective fields and concludes that
the states are mere appearances superimposed
on the pure Cit (Suddha-caitanya, pure Con-
sciousness), which alone is real (existing un-
conditionally). But how this superimposition
takes place, nobody can explain, yet it is un-
deniable. Similarly, the relation between cause
and effect, and that between subject and
object, admits no satisfactory explanation.
This impossibility of reasonable explanation of
phenomena and, none the less, their per-
ceptibility are what Gaudapada would call
Maya or Avidya. We shall present later how
this fundamental idea was further developed by
Sankara and his followers.

5 Ibid., 111.24,27 ; also see II1.48, IV.6-8.

% Ibid., 1.17 ; also see IL.19, 31.
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Fundamental Difference between
Buddhistic and Vedantic Philosophies

Kumataro Kawada

I Introduction

The comparative study of Buddhistic and Vedantic philosophies covers
a very wide range, because their histories are long and each presents too
‘numerous major problems, which in their turn contain so many minor
problems to be solved, that we are at a loss from where to begin. Here I
will treat one which is important from both the historical and the systematic
point of view: What is the fundamental difference between the two ?
Gaudapada’s Mandikya-Karika will be a substantial clue, because it, being
the starting point of the Vedantic philosophy, establishes its fundamental
principle and says, in contradistinction to the Buddhistic philosophy, that.
this is not the view of the Buddha. And in saying so, he has in view the -

. Mahayana of early and middle periods, which formed itself in India and

has achieved a remarkable developement later on in eastern- regions of
Asia, where we are born and living. This is why I endeavour to solve the
problem in connection with Gaudapada’s Karika.

II Naitad Buddhena Bhasitam

.
He says: ——

kramate na hi buddhasya jianarn dharmesu tayinah /

~sarve dharmas tatha jAanam naitad buddhena bhasitam //
“The knowledge of the Buddha does not cross over into the entities; all
entities likewise not into the knowledge. This is not the view of the Buddha.” -
The second half of the second line of the verse is the axis of the problem.

(1) What is not ‘the view of the Buddha and on the contrary what has been
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.declared by him to be essential point of his own teaching ? (2) What is
“this” (etad)? (3) Is the Buddha in the first and second line of the verse
identical or not?

First, as to the Buddha. Vldhushekhara says that the Buddha in the
first and second line is identical. Samkar; says the Buddha i in the first line
is Narayana, and that in the second lme is Gautama Buddha who taught
the vijianamatram. T. M. P. Mahadevan is in the main of the same opinion
with Samkara. Raghunath Damodar Karmarkasr sides with Sarhkara. Now,
indeed it may seem maladroit to understand the Buddha in the first and
second line to be different. So far the interpretation of Vidhushekhara is
clear. But if. one interpretes it so, one is forced to admit that the whole
Chapter IV of the Kanka is the exposition of the Buddhistic philosophy.
And this is his oplmon Moreover, all the expression “Buddha” in the
whole four chapters of the Karika should be taken to mean Gautama
Buddha. And it results therefrom that Gaudapada is a Vedantin and at the
same time a Bauddha, or that the Vedantic and Buddhistic philosophies
coexisted peacefully in his own one mind. This introduces a subject of

- grave consequence into the history of Indian philosophy. Presumably this
is why the studies of Mahadevan and Karmarkar have appeared against
Vidhushekhara. Now it is incongruous to- take the Buddha in the two lines
to be identical, because the meaning of the half line, “this is not the view
of the Buddha,” does not approve it. Certainly “this” (etad) was not taught
by Gautama Buddha, because “this” means Atman, i. e. Brahman, and
because here “avacanarh buddhavacanam ” is too far fetched. As to t%e
second reason one should carefully study the passage of the Lankavatara,
p. 142—144, where it is said that it means the pauranasthitidharmata and

- pratyatma-dharmata. The former means the everlastingness of the Law,

and the latter reminds us of the nlrvxkalpgjﬁanam and the tatprsthalabdha-

]nanam which can be expressed in words. Thus “na bhasitam ” does not

mean “avacanam buddhavacanam ”. Therefore 1 am of the opinion that
the Buddha in the first line and that of the second line is different, though

this parsing may indeed seem clumsy. .But in the case of a Karika one
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cannot avoid such an interpretation, because a Karika does resort sometimes
to such a laconic mode of expression. The Buddha in the first line means-
one who has awakeried to the Truth which is Brahman, and that in the,
second line means Gautama Buddha. Thus I agree in substance with Sarkara, -
Mahadevan and Karmarkar. And why ? l

Now the second point. “ This ”’ (etad) means doubtless: “ The knowledge
of the Buddha does not cross over into the entities; all entities likewise

not into the knowledge”. And this not-crossing-over-into-one-another sums

—

up in its own way the contention of the whole four chapters of our Karika
and in the following half line it is contrasted with and distinguished from
the vijianavada of Gautama Buddha. If in that case, what is summed up

in these words is his ajativada, theory of non-origination. Gaudapada says:

“No creature whatever is born; no origination of it exists. This is that
. 9

highest truth where nothmg whatever' is born ”. The origination is merely
the product of Maya, the Nescience. It is like a serpent in a rope. And thus
one gets to the vivartavada of Sarmkara. Now, is the theory of non-origination
of his a unique one ? No ! The Buddhistic philosophers assert the “ anutpada ”,
non-origination. The author of Dasabhiimi$vara says: It is his (of ‘the bodhi-
sattvas) perfection of knowledge (prajiaparamita) to accept and acknowledge
the truth oflrolon-origination of all things by their own nature, when it comes
into his sight. Here we have the non-origination which is prakrtyanutpada.
The subject matter of Milamadhyamakakarikas of Nagarjuna is the depend-
.ent origination, which has eight charactenstllcs of non-corruption, non-

origination, etc. Here also we have non-origination which is “ anutpada.”

" Are the ajati and the anutpada identical or not ? If they are identical, either .

Gaudapada is doubtless a Bauddha or Gautama Buddha a Vedantm As to’
“this point Gaudapada’s position is clear enough, because his ajati is that
of Atman which is Brahman. He says: all entities by nature itself are well
ascertained as enlightened ones from the very beginning; one who accepts
and acknowledges this truth, is fit for 1mmortallltz))7 The “ entities ” (dharmah) i
here are individual men (_uvah sarva atman;h) Though here, IV. 92, the

“ entities” takes the form of plural number, they are in reality only one
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~ single being, as it is clear from.the preceding verse, IV. ?1, which says:
. .All entities should be known as by nature beginningless like the sky. ’I“h.ey
.}.1ave no multiplicity indeed of any kind and anywhere. Thus th.e entities
't"‘are oniy one single being. And itis Atman which is Brahmgn, a‘s Yé]ﬁaval.kya
declares it: This is that 14g)reat unborn Self who is ur.ldecaymg, lind,y;nl%‘
immortal, fearless Brahman. This is the gist of all Upanishadas, as S'am ara
puts it. And the Atman which is Brahman is only one Being w‘xthouté
sécorlld. And it is relatively lower Brahrr_lan and transcendentally hxghex: ~c>-r
supreme Brahmla’ln. And the Brahman is intelligence or consciou.sness (prajia,
prajﬁénaltgx). If one will understand the Brahman, take the pair of .the seer
and the seen. The seen is Brahman covered with adjuncts. Now, wipe a“iay
- the seen at a stroke ! And one has the seer only. This is Brahfna'n which
'  is saksin, the witness. Therefore the Brahman is a pure seer or itis a setir
“who is. seer no more. This seer is pure intelligence or consciousness. Thl’S,
poinf is strongly advocated by Brahmasiitra, which says: “ aha ca tann.xét.ra'm,
i. e. “And the scripture declares that Brahman is that only ”. This is 'fhe
- 16th siitra in Section II of Chapter III, and it is a siitra of Topic V, which

contains 11 sitras (11—21) and shows clearly the nature of the supreme

" : Brahman. “The Scripture” means BU. 4. 5. 13, where the Self is taught"

as follows: “As a lump of salt——, even so is the Self without interior or-
exterior, entire and Pure Intelligence.” This siitra leads us immediately to
o fhe BS. IV. 4. 6.: “Cititanmatrepa tadatmakatvad ity Audulomih.” Thus

i i adhi Nescience
.we may say that if one wipes off all the upadhis and destroys the 1

o and realizes the supreme Brahman, one becomes the supreme Brahman.

21 o
At this moment one is in the asparéayoga (the non-touch-yoga). This is

g istingui ompares with the
“ what Gaudapada expounds and distinguishes frozrg and compa |

teaching of Gautama Buddha. It is caitanyamatram (consciouness only) and

. prajianaghanam (lump of intelligence). '

- " Now, what is the anutpada of Buddhistic philosophy ? This is the third
- 'énd last point in question. It is, in a word, the non-originatif)n-(.)f the
Pratityasamutpada. And it does not mean directly the non-origination of

the pure consciousness or intelligence itself. He who daresto draw conclusions

. o — 407 —
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24) B
starting from the “Mind Only ” o)f Dasabhiimiévara, the pureness of mind

by its own nature of Astasahasrika, etc. might get to such an unwarranted

26) -
conclusion. And the purification of one’s own mind (sacittapariyodapanam)

is the essence of moral precept common to all Buddhas. Thus indeed the
philosophy of Buddha does not only repudiate pure or purified mind or
consciousness, but also demands and appraises it highly. But what matters
is different. The difference may be said to consist in “ nitya ” (eternal) and
“dhruva” (enduring). This is the view of Vidhushekhara. If one sticks to
the vijfianam and tries to distinguish it from that of Vedantin, this might
be the best way to formulate the difference. But, I think, the too much
sticking to the vijianam is somewhat misleading as regards the point in
question and Buddhistic philosophy itself. It is said in the Lankavatara that
the real nature of the Law is everlasting whether Buddhas appear in the
world or not; everlasting indeed is the essential law of beings, the fixity
of law and the fixedness of law, just as the road leading to the old c?f;l})r. :
This is "the pon}bined gist of the 20th and 65th satras in SN. XII. The
eve\rlastingness of the Law which is so much emphasized by these satras is »
another expression of the pratityasamutpada which is in substance identical
with the Holy Fourfold Truth. This is the Truth or the real nature of the
Law (dharmadhétuz)g)which is common to Sravakas, Pratyekabuddhas, Bodhi.
sattvas and Buddhas. This is Saddharmapundarika, the Lotus of Good Law.
This is the prototype of all the historical types of Buddhism. Thus what
the Buddhistic philosophy stresses is rather the real nature of the Law, the
fixity and fixedness of the law and the essential law of beings, than the

pure consciousness or mind. It is the essential law of mind. It is the Law

'

and Truth. It is everlasting whether Buddhas appear in the world or not.
Therefore it is of non-origination (anutpada). This is the first meaning of

the anutpada. The second meaning consists in this; beings which are gene-

. rated and corrupted according to the law of causality do not do so either

in the sense of satkaryavada or in that of asatkaryavada, but in the sense
of Madhyamakavada. And it is this anutpada which is advocated by Dasa.
-bhimiévara, Mulamadhyamakakarikas, etc. Thus it is the non-origination
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in the two senses of the pratityasamutpada which the Buddhistic philosophy
“advocates as its fundamental truth, however paradoxical it may seem. And
-Gaudapada’s contentigh consists in this, that he negates the causality of
Brahman in order to establish the ajati of it, the Pure Intelligence. And he
says that this is the highest truth. Therefore with a sense of security he
‘could conclude his Karika with the words: this is not thgl)view of the
Buddha. Otherwise, how could the Buddha in the Lankavatara distinguish
his teaching of the tathagatagarbha from the Atmavada Indeed it is right
. that the pratityasamutpada rests on the mmd But we must not lay too
much stress on the mind and loose sight of the pratltyasamutpada. What
matters in the Mahayanasarhgraha of Asanga is not the alayavijianam
which is the vijiieyasraya, but rather the fundamental truth of three
svabhavas, i. e. pratityasamutpada which is the vijiieya (that which is to
7 be knowh). Therefore the Lankavatara says that the tathagatagarbha is

' the womb of the two non-egos of Tathagata.

With the consideration hitherto, I think, the fundamen?al difference
between the Buddhistic and Vedantic philosophies is clearly demonstrated.
Gautama Buddha advocates the everlasting real nature of the Law. Gauda-

“ pada advocates the Pure Intelligence Only which is beyond the sphere of

the law of causality. The one contends the metethical Law of phenomena,

the other the transcendental reality of the pure consciouness. Gautama '

Buddha rejected this philosophy by his experience (anubhava) and reasoning
(yukti) and did not accept the authority of Veda. Thus the view of the
Vedantins was not, as, Gaudapada says, the view of the Buddha. Samkara,
as commentator of Gaudapada says: the highest truth is to be found in
the Upanishadas onslasz, the authority of which Gautama Buddha did not

acknowledge.

III Objection and Answer
\

‘ Here one might raise objections against my view and say among others: -

isn’t the highest truth of Gautama Buddha the Consciousness Only, because

the Trirhéii:;'l declares it so ? My answer is no. Read carefully the following
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verses | And you will find out that the Non-mind (acittam) or Non-con-

sciousness is the highest truth. The Consciousness Only is a half-way house, .

. where one should not dwell forever. It should be left behind in order to

arrive at the highest truth. And this is the real nature of the Law (dharma-
dhatu) which is identical with the knowledge of no false imagination
(nirvikalpajiianam), and which may be expressed by the khowledge won
after it (tatprsthalabdhajianam). This point is clear not only from the
Trim$éika, 26-30, but also from a passage of Mahayanasarhgraha, where
Asanga expounds the genuine realization of the Consciousness Onl})' What
Gautama Buddha advocates is not Consciousness Only or Mind Only as
such, but it is the everlasting law of the consciousness or mind. By this
contention he is clearly distinguished from Védantins, to say nothing as to
other differences.

IV  Conclusion

It is doubtless that the Upanishadas had much influence upon Buddhism
and vice versa. This is the reason why Vidhushekhara’s interpretation of
Gaudapada has appeared and Samkara is sometimes reproached for his being
a pracchanna bauddha. And both philosophies are products of the Indian
Reason and Humanity. Therefore the question is whether the two philoso-
phies are identical in reality and differ from each other only in appearance
or ‘not. This question has not merely to do with the influences upon each
other, but seeks to find out the identity or difference of the real nature of
the two. From this point of view, the contention of Gaudapada that this is
not the view of the Buddha hits unerringly the mark of difference between
the two. And if there is a fundamental difference, one should not overlook
it. On the contrary one should make it clear, even though the undertaking
would be a hard work. And at the same time one should be careful, because
of the difference, not to negléct the common ground of the two, the Indian
Reason and Humanity. But in so doing one should not be subjected, even
unawares, to the domain of syncretism. This is why one should take utmost

care in interpreting the Buddhistic philosophy, because otherwise one would
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j i the latter
transform it into Vedantic philosophy just as in the reversed way

into the former.
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On the Pseudo-Fa-kiu-king

Kogen Mizuno

I The kinds and quality of pseudo-scriptures

In China, pseudo-scriptures, which were not the translations from the
original scriptures but were produced in China, came into use soon after
the introduction of Buddhism into that country. The number of those .
scriptures gradually increased in the course of time. I will trace the process

" by surveying the representative catalogues of the sacred scriptures. In the
first place, %8 the Tao-an-lou (A.D. 374 T. vol. 55 p- 38b) lists 26 books
in 30 vols. as sham scriptures and =504 the Tch’ou-san-tsang-ki-tsi
(A.D.515¢. T. vol. 55 p. 38 ¢ f.) catalogues 88 books in addition to the foregoing
26. It can be inferred from this that about 114 scriptures of unauthentic
kind were known in the early sixth century. Next comes 1%k the Jen-
shou-lou (A.D. 602 T. vol. 55 p. 172 b ff.), which adding both the sham scripures

and the doubtful ones lists 209 books in 491 vols. BESCRERNS% The Kai

-yuan-
che-kiao-lou (A.D. 730 T. vol. 55 p. 72af.),

which appeared 128 years later,
registers 392 books in 1005 vols. This shows how vast was the number of
false scriptures. Though this amount was but a third or fifth part of the
whole collection of sacred scriptures
had over the believing public must have been far from trifling,
were produced to meet the practical needs of the times.

What were, then,

for they

the motives of the production of these sham scrip. .
tures ? The motives were as follows: .

1 To relate Buddhism with the traditional folk-cults of the Chinese
people and, applying.Buddhism to various folk-beliefs,

attribute their origin
to the Buddha.

2 To conciliate Buddhism with the native thought such as Taoism or
to interpret Buddhist thought in the light of Taoist ideas. As orthodox
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, the influence these false scriptures .. .




