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‘SANKARA—THE COMMENTATOR ON THE MANDUKYA KARIKAS
BY
Mr. T. R. CHINTAMANI, B.a. (HoNs.), MADRAS.

One of the traditions amongst Vedantic scholars is that Sankara, the
-author of the Sariraka Bhagya has also' commented upon the Mandikya
;Karikas of Gaudapada. Certain orientalists, like Prof. Jacobi afew years
ago 1, and Mr. Vidhu$ekhara Bhattioarya of the Vivabharati, recently 2
have seriously disputed Sankara's authorship of the commentary on
the Mandikya Karikas. The objest of this paper is to show that the »
-authorits of tradition on this point is genuine and cannot be easily set ot
.aside. The arguments they advanoce 3 and those that may be anticipabed 1
.to make us doubt Sankara's authorship may be very convineingly answered, g

Prof. Jacabi’s argument runs as follows :—
In the commentary on the Karika

WA WA TSR &aq |

YT AT qA[ @Y GIAT Qv | ¢
‘we find a referance to the various members of an anumana explained in the
terms of Naiyayika principles. Oa this point Prof. Jacobi remarks, * I am
‘inclined to think that this Sankara is not the same as the author of the

:Sariraka Bhagya. The latter would hardly have stated the argument in
-the form and terms of an anumana according to Nyaya prinoiples.” 5,

Mr. Vidhusekhara Bhattaoarya’s argument is based on the word
-{TYRIATT ocourring in the, Karika

sreagan & A Y @A |
AR Frafiaeng entr wagiia: || 8
- .and its commentary which runa as follows :—

ARGAN Aw A wWAY f4E wgfiwg |

1, Journal of the American Ociental Booiety, Vol. XXXI1I, p, 63 toos note,
2, Prooeedings of the 8econd Oriental Confereace,

3, Mre, Vidhu$skhra Bhattaoarya’s paper (8ir Asutosh Mukerjee Silver Jubilee
-yolume) wherein. he olaims to have proved that Braiikara is not the commentator on the
‘Mandikya Karikas has not been available for reference,

4, Mandukya Karikg I1-4.
b5e J. A, O. B, Vol. XXXIII, p. 52 foot-note,
6. Mandukya Karikg III-39.

7. Sadkara’s Commentary oun the Mandikya Karikas p. 148 of the Anandais-
-rama Edition,
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420 THIRD ORIENTAL CONFERENCE.

It has not been possible he says, to find out any reference to the:
RUZANT in the early Upanigads. Sankara whose knowledge of the
Upanigads was very minute and comprehensive would not have-
been bold enough to say Sigg S9id4:g when as a matter of faot it is:
actually not the case. So Sankara could not have commented on the
Mandakya Karikas.

The following arguments may be anticipated in addition :—1. Tha.
the commentator on the Mandakya Karikds has composed two benedic-
tory verses at the beginning of the commentary. ! 1t was not usually so-
with Sankara, the great Advaitic master and thinker. So, the author of
the Sariraka Bhigya and the author of the commentary on the Mandukya
Karikas cannot be identical.

9. That in the second 2 of the two verses there is a metrical slip.
Sankara is a master poet and it is impossible for us to believe that he.
would have committed this slip.

3. Lastly, that the commentator on the Mandukya Karikas differs-
from Sankara in the interpretation of a passage that is extracted from the
{§avasya Upanigad and commented upon in the Karika Bhagya. 8 The.
paasage runs thus :—

s=d an: afmta A (s)? dyfagaEd |

Sankara here takes the word to be Cﬁé‘ﬂ?f in his ocommentary on the:

Iéavasya Upanigad in consonance with what follows in the next half of
the verse. The commentator on the Mandikya Karikas takes the word
to be é{ﬁ' and comments upon it. There is also another difference of-

opinion between them regarding the explanation of
famt =i w awggivd 8g |

Sankara says ¢ that two kinds of upasands are desoribed in the context,
that of {4311 and 27fA=T together and that of H}ila and YA together

5

whereas the commentator on the Mandikya Karikas is of opinion.

1, Anandiscama edition, of the Mandiukya Upanie'ad. pp. 1 & 8,

2 @y At RS 17 FEUREgE
AR, AR SRR & e
gy | eafeEr
fRaT gAFERMT AT graaiagiE:

3, Refer to the Bhaiya on the Mandikya Karikas 1II, 35—p. 133 of the-

Anandasrama Edition,
4, I5avasya Upaniead, Auandasrama Edition,
6. Ibid.
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that only one kind of updsana, of faa, s, YT and sy, (all to-
gebher) and not two. In virtue of this incounsistency the authors of the

‘Sariraka Bhagya and the commentary on the Mandikya Kirikis cannct
be equated with each other.

Prof. Jacobi's argument that Sankara would hardly refer to an
-anumana in the form and terms of Nyaya principles cannot stand. Prof.
Jacobi could not have meant that Sinkara was unaware of the Naiyayika
terminology and ideas, for they had been developed long bsfore his days. It
he bad meant that Siikara as a staunch upholder of Uttara-Mimamasa-
thought would not have countenanced the five-mombered-syllogism of the
Naiyayikas, since a valid syllogism in the opinion of the Vedauntins
“following the view of the Pirva-Mimamsakas should consist of onlv three
members, then, be is right to some extent. But we should note that Sankara
and most of the Advaitins after him do no not set their faces against the
five-membered-syllogism. True it is that among the Advaiting there is
this current saying s¥2IT WZA7: but there is no hard and fast rule binding
“the Advaiting to this view. They have not made it a principle that they
should argus only u.ocordmg to Mimamsaka logie. In many places in his
Sariraka Bbisya, Sankara refers to all the five members though he does not
specify the names of each of them.’!. In fact he favourably looks upon their
‘terminology as is evident from his remarks in the Brhadaranyakopanigad
.Bhagya.

From these it follows that Sainzara was not against the five mem-
‘bered syllogism of the Naiyayikas. If so, the mere {actthat we find the
-five members of a syllogism explmned in the commentary or the Karikas
oanunot lead us to conelude that Sankara could not have been its author,
Apart from this it is to be noted that he is commenting ona passage
wherem the five members are plainly set forth. In explaining them
-Sankara candidly refers to what the author of the pasesage could bave kept
in view. If hefaithfully interprets the words before hin: it is not his fault.

List us now examine the argumsnt bagad upon the word 3TEqFHIT and
its commentary I&AF ITFTTcE. It should be poted that the word ATTTTI T

L quapal AR id [ 5gqsqq |
Hd UF ¢ Sid A |
AfE BH TAZAZE T ETBROELTT ¥4F 1 = zeq JAT 9:
T qAdET TYS: SATHAT I
TAAMHT AT §IRF7T: |

ARITASIY FROART: TS AAIT IISFT(PT | Brashmasitra Bhasys
(page. 514 Nirnaya Bagara Edition of 1917, ‘ . '

)
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422 THIRD ORIENTAL COONFERENCE.

is no technial term, In other words, it is nct & &33sg. It is only ’ﬁﬁﬁi‘
This word ocours in the Karikis twice 1. And in both these places we ﬁnfh_
it to be only F1fA%. And it has been so explained also. When .hhii- :
commentator wroteN/¥E SYfT5G be could have had only the derivative- 3
sense in view. In other words, the commentator wishes to indioate that_
the idea conveyed by the phrase aﬁqftifm is to be often met with in the
Upanigads and the Bhagavadgita. And a careful and thorough searching
of the Upanisads'shows how the idea is hinted at in passages like.

i

T oy HHON qrada 10 -
7 feua Siwg:aa amm ||
WEARGAIEY HFAT MAOTGATEIT: |

AETAAA [ are [Aidge W |) -

The meaning of T is :—
WA WA GI: | 4 @AGY g8 qeR
FINHG FANEY @ sreggavn: | °

The very same idea is conveyed by the extraots given above. So,.
g G’Wﬁﬂﬁg is not wrong. Wa cannot deny Sankara’s authorship of
the commentary on the Karikis because he refers to an idea of the U pani-
gads as found in them.

The first objecbion anticipated refers to the benedictory verses. It:
needs only to be pointed out that it is the practice with Sankara to begin his.
work with a benodictory verse at times and without at other times. To-
the Bhagya on the Bhagavadgita (which is doubtless ém’nkara's) is attach--
ed a benedictory verse. Sankara has intentionally put that verse there..
Again there are thres such verses at the beginning of the Taittiriya:

. Bhigya ; and they are undoubtedly his composition. Sankara’s author-
ship of them is objected to by some. Their objection seems to be baged:
on the word JRIGIFAI in the verse.

o~

AGaFae agEEgaEa: |

o ¢

feesAr @ sqread quofiay || ©

Kathaka Brahmana 111, ix, 8.

Kathaka unnni'esd IT, ii, 11.

Bhagavadgita II, 14.

Mandikya upaniead Bbacya p. 148, Anandiérama Edition.

Taittitiya upanisad BLasya—p. 1 (Anandaérama Edition.) .

o TR W

Mandikya Karikas IT1, 89 & 1V, g, bt
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The word IRFAHAR is taken by some to refer to the Bhasya of

‘Sankara on the Taittiriya Upanigad, It is oconsequently argued that

he verses were probably composed by a commentator on the Bhagya and
were later incorporated into the body of the text. But the fact remains.

that the word AfI(IHaR does not at all refer to the Bbagya. So far,

ib bas not been possible to find out any reference to the Taittiriya Bhagya

s

of Sarikara as Taittiriyaka sira in which cage alone even the possibility
of such an opinion may be tenable. It is the practice among the Sastraic
authors to refer to the Upanisads as 3§, RraT ete. of the vedas. &R 1
is one such term and the phrase here simply means %%('Tlﬁﬁqﬁﬂﬁ\. It
there be any misgivings regarding this explanation we are at perfect
liberty to take the natural meaning, ' The essence of Taittiriyaka.” The.
evidence of Aanandagiri, a Vedantin of the thirteenth century is on our
side, He comments on the verses with the firm conviction that they were
genuins compositions of éaﬁkara.

Thus it may be established that bye mere fach of the existenoe of the
benedjobory verses need not disprove Sankara’s authorship. Ifit is true
that Sankara does not usually begin with a benediotory verse as some 8ay,

{ then too there can be some reason for doubting Sankara's authorship of

the verses alone and not of Sankara’s authorship of the whole Bbagya.

The faulb in the form of the metrical slip has to be answered. The
last quarter of the second verse?

[Fear |qaT A3 Raaaemo: araay 7 qaa:

bas indeed four letters in excess when compared with the otber quarters

E'  of the same verse. It is brue that Sankara is a very greab poet. When
k. we do find this fault, we have only thres courses to pursus. Wae should
be prepared to say that it is no fault ; or it should be said that the fault
. orept in uanwittingly ; or failing either we have to adopt the last course.
f and say that the composition is to be seriously doubted whether it
.. belongs to Sankara. Anandagiri adopts the first course and defends

Sankara saying,

SO B ECRECTEI GUR IS TR 166 (RS et e

 MYEHUEE & gaeRaRy gusan ||

'3 The field of 14T is very wide and we can bring under it any number of
' metres. Moreover even if the YT S cannot be applicable to the

1. Compare.
aafafangt as @y ordlal Ty
Muktikopanisad I, 44 where the word Sara means uvanisad,

2. Anandagiris ccroments on p. 4 (Apandaérama Edition of the Mandikya
upanisad).

y
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present case we can argue thus. Dafinitions are based on the existing

facts and not vice-versa., When we find verses written by great poets we.

have to find out a definition which will be applicable to the instance
under question, If so, we can find out a definition for the present
instance also. It is not also wrong to suppose that great men commib:

-certain faults unknowingly. Or we may all’ow even the last alternative..
In any case there is no room to suspect Sankara's authorship of the.
Bhagya. The verse might or might not have been written by him. 1 Bub.

the commentary is surely his.

Now to the diﬁérence in the interpretation of the sams passage
between the a.uthor of the eommentmry on the Mandikya Karikis and

~ the author of the Sariraka Bhagya, Sankara himself inberprets particular

passages of the Upanigads in one way in the Upanigid Bhagyas them-
gelves and differently in the Brabmaaitra Bhagya. Of such there are
many instances but a few may be noted here. Moreover the nature of vedie
passages is such that they lend themselves to & variety of

-explanations. Many of the vedic mantras ocour in a number of places

and when we read them we understand them in a particular way. In
the Brahmanas we flad them explained in one way, in a certain context

-and differently in another. While Sankara attempted to comment upon

such passages he had perfores to explain in all possible ways and hence the
incounsisteny in explanation., The Mantra

FATCIHT AT €T AT 3 AT AHSEATE! 7€

Brar @& Zadr AT 7Er 3 q Al AT 0

has been interpreted in more than four or five ways. The Mantra
S G o AR
has been explained in three different lights; similarly the Manéra,

£4: grvEgEaRaEd glar ARTREZAIEd.

So also in the vresent case the difference in interpretation is due to
the fact that Sankara was at liberty to comment as he liked, when he
was dealing with the versein the I8avasya-Upanigad. But in the Karikas
he had to explain them as understood and set forth hy Gaudapada. The
latter takes the word to be éﬁl\ﬁ in “‘sp=df; A ARG T WYPFAFUGI
a8 we find in GAIAR=HEHIT: TAMZIT ) 2 and henoce Sankara thus

comments, But I§avasya refers to (;I'%I[?f apart and so he takes this to be’

31'%'[111?1’. For the difference in the meanings Gaudapada alone is responsible.

1, The possibility ot a corrupted text is the most probable uader the circum-
stanoes.

2. Mandiakyakarikas, 111, 35 (Anandasrama Edition.)

“

o R

: After thus answering the ob)eotnons we may note the evidences that
4 lprove the identity of the authors of the Siriraka Bhigya and the commen-
- tator on the Mandukya Karikas. There is a long and uninterrupted tradi-
tion. Tt is kept up by traditional scholars. The oommenba.ry does nob
g lack the fine touches which are characteristically Sankara's. The
- language of the Mandikya kariki Bbagya compares well with the rest of

’ his Bhagya. Sankara is she student of Govinda Bhaga.vahpa,da who in
F 1+ furn is a student of Gaudapada. To Gaudapada, Sankara had a groab res-

" pect and regard as tho leading exponent of Advaitic thought., He way his
' Guru; and if we say that Sankara did not comment on a masterly
treatise produced by oue to whom he had an innate respect and reverence
and who was considered by him as by the rest of the world to be the
- leading exponent of a sysbem of philosophic thought it would argus
presumpbtion on the part of Sankara. Why should we, without reason,
* then discredit Sankara by saying that he did not comment on his
‘master’'s work ?

54
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THE MINDOKYA UPANISAD AND THE GAUDAPADA-KXRIKKS 8 15]

19, pﬁrvadeéavihirair yugapradhinaériJinacandraSiirisigsya §ri
Samayarajopadhyaya §isya ba® Abhayasundara Ga-

20. ni vineya 6ri Kamalalabhopadhyayaih $isya pam® Labdhakirti
gani pz;m" Rajahamsa gani Devavijaya ga-

21 ni Thirakumdra Caranakumira Meghakumara Jivaraja, Sam-
kara Jasavamta Mahajaladi sisyasamtati saparivaryaih/ Srih/

Puran Cuanp Nanar

The Mandukya Upanisad and the Gaudapada Karikas

It is generally known that the Mandukya forms one of
the ten principal Upanisads, and Gaudapada has explained
it by his Karikas or the explanatory verses, and these Karikas
together with the original Upanisad have again been commented
upon by Sankaracarya, the great commentator of the Brakma-
satras. This popular view must be either abandoned or
modified to a great extent.

For the sake of convenience we shall first take up a
question regarding the real extent of the Mandakya Upanisad.
In the present day we all know that it comprises only the
prose passages, twelve in number!, and the karikas of
Gaudapada® are mere explanation of the former, and thus
these two works are different from each other. But - this
fact is not admitted on all hands. It is maintained by some
that the Upanisad is composed not only of the prose passages
referred to but also of the first book (prakarana) of the
of the karikas. This view dates back at Jeast from the time
of Madhvacarya, the founder of the Dvaita school of the
Vedanta philosophy (1199-1278). According to him and

I Beginning with “om ityetadaksara®’ and ending in “atmanam
ya evam veda”,

2 From “bahisprajiio vibhurvisvah™ to “durdaréam jti*” L 1—
1V, 100.
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his followers, viz., Vyasatirtha and Srinivasa, both the prose
passages and the karikas included in the first book have been
handed down by Varuna in the form of a manduke “a
frog”, the karikas, however, being regarded as mantras
which are said to have been seen by Brahman, the creator?,
as the Rgi. I have already pointed out elsewhere3 that the
commentator of Npsimhaparvatapaniya Upanisad who is also
known by the name of Sankaracarya and identical with the
author of the Prapaiicasara, a tantrik work, is also of the
same opinion, though he does not give any particular as to
whether the Rsi or the seer of the whole Upanisad is Varuna
or whether the karikas are seen as mantras by Brahman,
the creator. Kﬁranﬁr&yana, another commentator of the M-
dukye Upanisad belonging to the Ramanuja school of Vedanta
maintains? the same view taking the karikas of the first
book as mantras, which, in his opinion, too, together with the
prose passages form the original Upanisad. Appaya Diksita®

1 The commentary on the Mandukya Up. by Madhvicarya with
Srinivasiya, Kumbhakonam, pp. 2-3. In support of this he quotes the
following :— ‘

“Dhyayan Narayanam devam pranavena samahitah
Mandikariipt Varunas tustava Harim avyayam.” Padmapurana.
“Iti Mandikariipi san dadarsa Varunah $rutim”. Harivaméa,

These two §lokas are not found in the printed editions. See also
(Zbid,, p. 2 “mandikaripina Varunena catiriipo Narayano'tra stiyate”,

2 Iéd. p. 8 :—

“Brahmadrstan ato mantran pramanam salilesvarah,
Atra 8loka bhavantiti cakarainam prthak prthak.”

This, too, is not found in the printed editions. It is to be noted that
the Vyasafiriha-tika, too, introduces the karikas under the name of
mantra.

3 My paper entitled “Sankara’s Commentaries on the Upanigadas in
Sir Asutosh Mookerjee Silver Jubilee Volume.

4 Anandasrama ed. 1910, p. 199 “Upanigat svayam praminam api
dardhyaya svokter mantran udiharati”’,

.5 A different person from the renowned author of the Siddkanta-
Zeédsa'ibgralza.
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a commentator of the one hundred and eight Upanisads seems
to subscribe to the same view, for his commentary on this
Upanigad extends only to the prose passages and the karikas
of the first book?, A large number of Mss. of this Upanisad
in different libraries contains only these prose passages and
the karikas of the first book?.

Thus it is perfectly clear from the above that by a
considerable number of writers the first book of the karikas
in their present form was taken as a part of the original
Upan.igad. Not only this, on the evidence of a large number
of Mss., each of the four books of the karikas is also regarded
as a separate Upanisad3,

Be it as it may. It is however evident from what is
said above that according to those authorities the last three
books of the Gaudapada-karikas form quite a different
book or books with which the Mandukya Upanisad has not any
connection. It cannot be said that these three last books
were not known to them or in their times, for their priority
to those authors can very satisfactorily be proved by the
very simple fact that the great Sainkara who flourished
long before them has quoted in his commentary on the
Brakmasutra (1. 4. 14) a karika from the third book
(111, 15). Here a question may be put as to why they did
not explain the last three books of the Gaudapada-
karikas which they had before them. The answer might
be twofold, First, it might be their honest belief that
those books had no connection with the original Mandukya
Upanigad which, according to them, comprises only the twelve
prose passages and the first book of the Gaudapada-darikas.
And secondly, it might be said that they could not explain

1 & 2 See Sanskrit Manuscripts (The Adyar Library), Vol. 1
Upanisads, pp. 116, 287-288.

3 Weber, History of Indian Literature, 1805, p. 161 ; Jacobi,
Concordance to  Principal Upanisadas, Preface, p. 8. For Advaita-
prakarana Up. and Alatasanti-prakarana see the Mss labelled ZZE of
the Bombay Branch R. A, S.

L H. Q, MARCH, 1925 16
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-them., for, the dominant thoughts therein, viz. absolute
‘momsn}’ (advaitavada) and idealism (vjianavada) would
go against their own views, viz. dualism (dvartavada) or
qualified monism (viéisgadvaitav&da). The first answer seems
to be more reasonable than the second, for had they known
tlfat the last three books were really included in or connected
with .the original Upanisad they would have undoubtedly
explained them, as has been done by Purusottama, the
grandson of Vallabha (1479-1531 A. p.) the g'reat te;cher
of the pure monism (S‘uddhddvaita) school?,

That the first book of the Gaudapada karikas was not
regarded as an Upanisad or a part of it in the time of Sankara
can be. safely asserted, for as we have Jjust now seen in the
prec(?dmg foot-note, he quotes a karika from this book (1. 16)
bo?, in his commentary on the Brahmasitra (IL. 1. 9), and ir:
domg so he does not say it to be a $ruti, as he clearly states
that_lb 1s & saying of those teachers who know the tradition of
Vedanta®. On another occasion in quoting from this work
he uses almost the same words3. Fromasuch statements
of Sankara it is quite clear that the karikas are composed by
a great toac.her (@carya), and thus they cannot be rezarded
Zi' i:n Upanisad nor can they partly or wholly form a [?ortion

We shall now try here to examine as clearly as possible
the true relation between the prose passages and the first
book of the Gaudapada-karikas, )

As Madhvacarya says?, the twelve prose passages of

1 Inthe same work (IL 1, 9) he has cited one karika more from
the first book (1. 16). In the Vivekacudamani (Vani Vilas Press p. 109)
@ work assigned to him, one kariki from the second book (II. ’32) has
also been quoted though without mention of doing so. ‘

2 “atroktam Vedantasampradiyavidbhir acaryaih”,

3 “tatha ca sampradayavido v i’ bmast
The karika referred tz hereyis 1L Ia sd.antl com Brahmasire 1.4 [4'

4 Com. on Mapdukya Up. Srim'v&mtirt/r‘gzavz'vrttz', p. 8
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the Upanisad are divided into four parts'. Just after each of
them? there is a line, viz. “Atraite sloka bhavanti” ‘here
are the slokas’. These introductory lines compared with
similar sentences?® in the different Upanisads strongly suggest
that the slokas are quoted there only to support what is
being discussed. And we have already seen that Madhvacarya
and others, and specially the former, say the very thing
quite clearly, Thus it follows from it that the slokas or
karikas were already in existence and the prose passages
came into being afterwards.

A question may, however, arise here as to whether these
introductory lines (“Atraite sloka bhavanti”) are in fact
included in the Upanisad. 1In some of the Mss.* used for the
preparation of the second and third edition (1900 and 1910
respectively) of the Mandukya Upanisad with the karikas and
the bhagya of Sankara and 7%a of Anandagiri in the
Anandasrama Sanskrit Series, there is a short line apparent-
ly in the bhagya just at the beginning of “Atraite $sloka
bhavanti” (p. 25) which introduces it saying “Now, here
is the sentence of the author of the Vartika (i. e. the kari-.
kas).”5 This shows that the introductory lines are not
included in the original Upanisad. This view is supported by

1 Part I, passages 1-6 ; Part II, passage 7 ; Part I1I, passages 8-11;
Part IV, passage 12.

2 L. e. before karikas 1, 10, 19, 24.

3 “tadete §loka bhavanti”, Brhad. Up. 4. 3;1I, 4. 4. 8; “tadesa
§loko bhavati”’, Brhad. Up, 2. 2. 3, etc. ; “tadesa Slokah”, Ch. Up. 2. 11.
3; 3.1I1.1;etc; “tadapyesa Sloko bhavati”, Taitti, Up. 2. 1.1; cf.
“tadetad rcabhyuktam”. Ch. Up. 3. 12. 5, Brhad. Up. 4. 4. 23 ; Prasna
Up. L. 7; Mandika. Up. 3. 2. 19, etc.

4 Viz.,, kha ga 3.

5 “atha vartikakaroktam vakyam.” That the karikas were known
to some as a Vartika is evident also from at least other two Mss.,
viz.,, ‘gha’ and ‘na’: “iti Mandikyopanisadam vartika®” p. 155, note 1
(2nd ed.). We shall come to this point later on. The Vartikakira
is therefore here Gaudapada himself.
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the following lines of Anandagiri : “The teacher (i.e. Gaudapada)
having read the Mandakya Upanisad (up to that portion) intro-
duces the §lokas which are its exposition by the words begin-
ning with ‘Here.” And the author of the bhasya (i.e, Sankara)
explains it, quoting it by the word ‘Here’’”. Thus accord-
ing to Anandagiri, too, these introductory lines do not
constitute the original Upanisad.

But this can hardly be accepted on the following grounds :
First, we have already seen that among those who hold
that the karikas of the first book are included in the
original Upanigad, Madhvacarya is the foremost. He expressly
says that the introductory lines in question are also the
parts of the Upanisad. For he writes in his commentary
(pp- 7-8) :

“Brahmadrstanato mantran pramanam salile§varah
Atra sloka bhavantiti cakaraivam puunsh punah”,

“Therefore, Varuna took the mantras as authority
quoting them separately with the words ‘Here are the
slokas’.” Madhvacarya says this couplet is in the Garuda-
purana®, If it is so, it would follow from it that this fact was
known to the people long before him,

Secondly, as has already been shown, the manner in
which these lines are introduced if compared with that in
similar cases in the Upanisads and other works, would strong-
ly indicate that the introductory lines are included in the
main work.

Thirdly, it is found in Sanskrit works that whenever
an introductory phrase, such as “atrayam gloksh” ete., is
used, only two things are possible there : (1) either the whole
work including both the phrase and the slokas is by the
same author,® or (ii) the &lokas introduced by the phrase

1 “acaryair Mandiikkyopanigsadam pathitva tadvyakhyanaslokava-
taranam atretyadina krtam, Tad atretyanupya bhagyakarau vyakaroti”,
p: 25.

2 Not found in the printed edition.

3 For instance, let us take Sayana’s commentary on the Rgweda

o ¥
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are by one and the other portion of the work by another?,
In the first case the whole of the first book including both*
the prose passages and the karikas should be accepted as
written by one, i.e. the teacher, Acarya Gaudapada; but
Anandagiri would not admit it. And in the second, the
introductory phrases must be included in the main Upanigad
as is the case with other Upanisads, but this would also not be
admitted by him.

Fourthly and finally, as we shall presently see that
the twelve prose passages of the Mandiakya Upanisad are
based on the Gaudapada-karikas in the first book and not the
latter on the former, it is quite certain that the former
should have the introductory line and the quoted karikas
referred to by them, as the case is with other U panisads.

(To te continued)

VipausAEKHAR BHATTACHARYA

(Max Miiller’s 2nd ed. Vol. I, p. 6 ; see also pp. 10-11) where he intro-
duces two Slokas saying “Tatra sangraha Satakan”. ‘Here are two
collecting verses’, and then quotes them and these are his own and
taken from his Jaiminiyanyayamala (1. 2. 4.).

. 1. See the passages of the Upanigads referred to in the foot-note
no, 3, p. 123,
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be the psychologieal moment for the ‘issue of such a work ?
Undoubtedly the moment when the Gura was preparing to
take upon himself the role of a teacher of men. Secondly,

it may as well be pointed out here that in the Vieitra Natak -

we breathe a distinetly pre-Khalsg atmosphere, ‘The account
given by the Guru of his previous life and the circumstances
which led to his birth reads like an episode from the Puranas,
and all its details are saturated with the spirit of Hindu
mythology’®.  The Vicitra Natak presents a striking family
resemblance to such other translations and abridged versions
of mythological texts like the Candi Caritra or the Ram
Avatar, the latter of which, according to the Guru’s own
statement, was completed on the fourteenth day of June,
1698, ‘at the base of the lofty Naina Devi on the margin of
the Sutlej waters®,  As far as we are aware, Sikh tradition
places the composition of the Vicitra Natak as well, near
about that time3. Thus while, on the one hand, there is hardly
any evidence in support of the views of Cunningham and
Narang, circumstances as well as tradition point to an earlier
date. We have already stated that Macauliffe’s date seoms
to be a bit too early and, therefore, we are inclined to place
the composition of the Vicitra Natak somewhere between
1696 and 1698,

INDUBHUSAN BANERJEE

1 Narang, Appendix I, p. vii, 2 Macauliffe, vol. v, p. 67.

3 Glossary of Punjab Tribes and Castes, vol. i, p.69go, f. n, 2 ;
Malcolm’s Sketch - of .the Sikhs, p. 186 ; Sikkhan de Rij di Bikha,
Court’s Translation, p. 43. ,

The Mandukya Upanisad and the Gaudapada Karikas
1I ’

Now, in discussing as to how the prose passages are based
on the Gaugapada-karikas and not the latter on the former
let us now first examine whether the Gaugdapada-karikas can
be regarded as a vartika ‘explanatory work’ on or a vyakhyana
‘exposition’ of the Mapdukya Up. as is generally held and
supported by Anandagiri and others!, That it cannot be regard-
ed as a vartika is evident from the simple fact that it has
no characteristics of a vartika. A vartika is an explanatory
work in which there is discussion on what is said, what is
not said, and what is said badly in the original book?, And
there is nothing of it in the Gaudapada-karikas. if one
compares them with the works known by the name of
vartika® one will at once understand that the Gaudapada-
karikas cannot be classed with them®.

I Seel H.qQ,I, p- 124, f. n. 1.

2 Says Rajasekhara (Kavyamimamsa, GOS., 1916, p- 1) : “uktanuk-

taduruktacintavartikam.”

3 Such as Katyayana’s Vartika on Panini, Kumarila’s Sioka-and
Tantra-vartikas on Sabarasvamin’s commentary on the Mimamsa
sutras, SureSvaracarya’s Vartika on the commentary on the Briad,
Up. by Saiikara.

4 It may also be noted ez passant that according to Anandagiri
(p- 5, 1. 22) the Gaudapada-kirikas are also regarded as a Prekarana.
A Prakarana is a kind of work which is connected with a particular
part of a §astra and deals with a thing or things which are not discussed
in the main &astra :

“Sistraikadeéasambaddham Sastrakaryantare sthitam,

Prahuh prakaranam nima granthabhedam vipascitah.”

Quoted by Ramatirtha in his Tika on the Vedantasara (ed. Jacob), p. 81.

This view of Anandagiri can hardly be accepted when he himself
says that the kirikas are mere Yyakkya of the Up. For a Prakarana




296  THE MANDUKYA UPANISAD AND THE GAUDAPADA KXIRIKAS

Supposing the karikdas to be an explanation of the prose
passages of the Up. as they are held to be, one may naturally
expect to see the difficult points in. the latter explained in
the former, And it is quite natural that in an explanatory
work the same words of the original are quoted and explained
so far as possible and reasonable. And it also goes without
saying that an exposition may add something new to what
is said in the original ; but it does unot omit the most im-
portant and difficult words or points in it, If these facts
are considered it will be evident that it is rather the karikas
than the prose passages that sho uld be regarded as original.

According to the general view, karikds 3-5 are to be
taken as the exposition of the prose passages 3-4, and 5. Now,
saptaiga ‘one with seven limbs’ and ekonavimsaiimukha ‘one
with nineteen mouths’ are the two most difficult words in the
passages 2 and 3 which are differently explained by different
commentators!, but not even the slightest mention of them
has been made in the karikas, Why should the karikas
which are supposed to .have been written to explain the text
omit these two important words ?

And again, in the Upanisad (3, 9) we have the word vaidva-
nare and not visva, while in the karikas (I, 4 ; 1T, 19) there
is only visva and never waisvanara. Here the author of the
karikas which are held to be an exposition of the Up. should
have quoted or written the actual word, vaisvanara, employed

cannot be regarded as a vyakhya. And if the word vyathya is taken
in a still wider sense then any work on Vedanta, which has already
been written or would be written in future, would be regarded as a
vyakhya of the Ups. But nobody can subscribe to this view. The
word prakarana is, however, used in the dkasya (p. 5, 1. 9) in the sense
of ‘treatment’ ‘discussion’ or ‘chapter’ as the different prakaranas of the
Yogavasigtha.

1 See Saikara here and on Nysp. Up.,4, Madhva, Kira-
narayana, Purusottama, Vidyiranya on Nrsu. Up., I. and Narayana
on Ramot. Up. 3.
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in the text. For a commentator is only to explain what is
actually found in the text and he cannot take the liberty of
changing it. Nor are the two words, visva and vaisvanara,
identical or synonymous. Why has he then altered the
original word using for it visva so many times ? That it is
owing to the metre is out of the question.

The same is the case with prajiianaghana in the Up. (5)
for which the karika (I) has ji@naghana. In this connection
there are three words more, which should have been mentisned
here in the karikas viz., (i) jagaritasthana, (ii) svapnasthina,
and (iii) susuptasthdna ; but they are entirely omitted in them.
But why ? It cannot be explained away by simply saying that
they are not so important or difficult as to require any
explanation ; for to understand the ‘main thought of the
passages there, those three stages, wakefulness; dream, and
deep sleep, must be borne in mind.

_ The fact is that the karikas are the older work from which
a8 from the others the Up. is compiled?, and in doing so
some of the thoughts in those works as well as in the karikas
are simplified, modified, or explained, adding also something
more -to the Up. Thus in the present case the author of
the Up. having found the word wifva in its special sense
nowhere .in the Ups.2 uppears to have substituted it for vais-
vanara used in such great Ups. as the Chandogya (V, 11, 12)
and Brhadaranyaka (V, 9, 1). Now, the author of the Npsi-
mhottaratapaniya Up. I, where the whole of the Mandukya
Up. is quoted with some different readingss3, seeing both
the words, vifva in the karikas and vaisvanara in the Up,
bas adopted both of them* and simplified the text to some

I See mfra and P. Deussen’s Upanishads des Veda, 1921, p. 574.

2 Excepting perhaps Maitri. Up., 6, 7, whose origin is also
later.

3 The Mandukya Up. is almost entirely’ quoted also in the
Nysp. Up., L.

4 Sthiilabhuk caturatmai visvo vai§vanarah prathamab padah.
L H. Q., JUNE, 1925 v 13




298  THE MANDAKYA UPANISAD AND THE GAUDAPADA KARIKZS

extent’. And why these two terms are taken together
and what might be their special significance is - clearly
shown by Vidyaranya in his Tika on the Npsu., Up. and
Paiicadass, 1, 28-29, adding some new colour. In the
same way though without any authority the three states
jagaria, svapno and susupta (Up., 3, 4) are later additions for
a clearer exposition of the terms bakisprajia, antabprafic,
and ghanapragio (Ka., 1).

The words saptanga and ekonaviméatimukha referred to
above are also mere later additions though without any parti-
cular importance. As regards ghanaprajioc (Ka., I) the
author of the Up. (5) has adopted the original word praj-
fnaghane from the Bprhad, Up., 1V, 5,13, on which, too,
the former is undoubtedly based, for we see that the author
of the karikas profusely quotes from it.

That the Up. itself has borrowed from the karikas (as
well as from others) will be evident also from the com-
parison of both the texts. In the karika we have simply
ghanapragiia (1) and anandabhuj (3) or ananda (4) while
the Up. (5) reads as follows :—

‘ ‘Yatra supto na kaficana kdmam kamayate, na kaficana
svapnam pasyati (Brhad, Up., IV, 3, 19) tat susuptam.
Susuptasthana ekibhuitah? ‘prajiianaghana’ (Brhad. Up., 1V,
5, 13) eva ‘anandamayo’ (Tait. Up., 11, 5, 1)hyanandabhuk
cetomukhah prajiiastrtiyah padah”.

Which of these two, the karikas and the Up., is original
and which is the exposition can now easily be inferred.
The word ghkanaprajia in the karika is no doubt

I This is also with the Nyp. Up. For example, stksma is substi-
tuted in the Nrsu. Up., I for pravivikta in karikas, 3, 4. Here sudsma
is undoubtedly more simple than previvitta. For details the readel: is
referred to that Up.

2 See also Vedantasira, 17.

3 Sec Brhad. Up., IV, 12 ; Praina, IV, 2; Mupd, 3,2, 7; also
Nrsp., & ; Nysu., 1 ; Ramot,, 3.
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identical with praji@naghana though in a somewhat different
form, and to explain it the Up. has introduced the word
ekibhita fouhd in the form of ekibhavats in so many Ups.!
Similarly anandabhuj (karika, 8) is explained by ananda-
maya taken from the Tait. Up. (loc. cit).
The Karika I, 19 runs as follows :—
“Vigvasyatvavivaksdyam adissmanyam utkatam,
Matrasampratipattau syad aptisamanyam eva ca.” :
And the corresponding passage (9) of the Up, is this :—
“Jagaritasthano vaisvanaro’kdrah  prathamd matripte-
radimatvid va, apnoti sarvan kaman adi§ ca bhavati ya evam
veda,” A
‘Vaisvanara whose sphere is waking state is the first
matrd ‘measure’ @, on account of its all-pervasiveness (aptr)
or on account of its being first (@dvmattva). One who so knows
has all his desires satisfied and becomes the first (of all)’, .
Now, if these two texts are compared, it will at once be
evident that the second is merely the exposition of the first
with a tinge of the language used in the Brahmansas. Here is
one point more. In the first extract the reason is advanced
as to why Visva (= Vaisvanara of the Up.) is to be regarded
as a. And the reason is similarity (saméanya)—similarity bet-
ween Vigva and a-kdra. And this similarity is the ‘beginning’
(@di) and ‘pervasion’ (Gpti). According to the order of Pisva,
Tatjasa, and Prajiia, Viéva is in the beginning or first (ads) ;
just sa is in the beginning. or first a-Zara of a, w, and m of
which Onkara is composed. Owing: to this similarity Fisva
is said to be identical with a-kdra. The second similarity
which is dpti is explained thus : As Fi§va pervades all the
visible world so does a-4dra all the speech. On account of this
similarity, too, Visva is to be regarded as a-kdra. The
passage of the Up. under discussion, however, gives a some-
what different explanation of this identity. For the karika

1 See the previous note,
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says that owing to both the similarities of adi and apti they
are identical, while the Up, clearly says that it is owing to
either of them “apter advmattvad va.”  All these seem to be
later developments.

The case is invariably the same with the karikas I, 20, 21
and the corresponding passages, 10, 11 of the Up. which for
want of space I refrain from quoting and explaining here. As
regards the passage 10 thereis a curious point tobe noted. The
author says that Taijasa is u-kara because of utkarsa ‘superiori-
ty’ or ubhayatva ‘state of being in both or in the middle’.
He then explains the first term! only leaving out the
second entirely. And this seems to be due to oversight on his
part.  Besides what is already said there is one thing to
be noticed as regards the karika I. 21 and the corresponding
passage (11) of the Up. In the former one of the two
similarities is mana measure from &/ ma, while in the latter
the word is not mana but miti from A/ mi.  The difference
between the modes of expression of the same thought here
and elsewhere as noticed will also show that these two
texts, though they deal with the same subject and are close-
ly connected, are independent, both of them having such a free-
dom as is hardly tound in a text and its commentary.

The conception of atman as having four quarters (catus-
pada)® is not quite explicit in words in the karikas, though
it may be inferred from some of them3, It is, however,
fully developed in the Up. (2) from the beginning. This
fact also goes to show the priority of the karikas to the Up.

The distinction between turya or twriya ‘fourth’ and the
other three, Visva, Taijasa, and Prajna, as made in the karikas
(I, 10-14), is not at all to be found in the Up. but
its nature which is described in a karika (I, 29) simply by

1 “Utkarsati ha vai jianasantatim samana$ ca bhavati”,

2 Up.2: “So’yamatma catispat”.

3 I, 10-15 (where the fourth state is descrited), and 24 and 29
(where Onkira is described with and without matra fespectivel’y).
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two words, §iva ‘blissful’ and dvaita-upasama ‘cessation of
duality’, is thus delineated in the following two passages of
the Up. (7, 12) :

(i) nantahprajiam na vahisprajiiam nobhayataprajiam na
prajidnaghanam naprajiiam naprajiiam, Adrstam avyavahari-
yam agrahysm alaksanam acintyam avyapadesyam ekatma-
pratyayasaram prapaficopasamam s§antam Sivam advaitam
caturtham manyante. Sa atma sa vijiieya.

(ii) Amatrascaturtho’vyavaharya prapancopasamah Sivo-
dvata evam’onkara atmaiva,

These two passages are mere amplification or exposition
of what is briefly said in the karika (I, 29) and consequently
are to be regarded as later developments.

Compare the karika I, 24 with the passage (8) of the
Up. and it will be perfectly clear that the former is explained
in the latter in details.

The karika I, 6 opening the discussion about the origin or
creation (prabhava) of things may be connected with the
last part of the passage (G): “prabhavapyau hi bhiitanam.”
Prabhava is described in the karikas (T, 6-9) at some length
but apyaya ‘disappearance’ or ‘vanishing’ is not even touched.
This would hardly be likely if the GQaudapada-karikas were
meant to explain the Up, o

All these considerations coupled with the views of
Madhvacarya and others strongly lead us to the conclusion
that (i) the Gaudapada-karikas are not the exposition (vya-
khyana) of the Mandukya Up., (ii) the latter is mainly
based on the former, and (iii) as such, is later than it.?

Moreover, there is no evidence whatever for assigning it a
date before the great Sankaracarya. Nowhere does he or any
of his predecessors quote it, mnor has he made any

1 Here prabhavapyayau is undoubtedly taken from Katha
Up., 2, 2. . ‘

2 Cf Max Walleser : Der altere Vedanta, 1910, p. 5, where he
says that the karikas do not show that the Up. was before them.
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mention of it even in the case where he could or should have
done it'. That he never feels tired of quoting érutis is
well-known and so his silence about the Up. naturally gives
rise to grave doubt as to whether it existed before him
or in his time. That some of the minor Ups, were before
Sankara cannot be denied, for instance, the Brahma or Amypta-
bindw Up., which is a minor and later Up. This Up. existed
prior to Sanikara as he himself has quoted it as one of the
Moksasastras though not as an Up. (Brahmasutras, 111, 2,
18). But as regards the Mandukya Up. there is no such
evidence.

One may say here that in his commentary on the
Brahmasutras (I, 1, 9) there is a line which runs as follows :—
“prabhavapyayavityut pattipratyayayoh  prayogadarsanat”.
Here the word Prabhavapyayaw is evidently quoted from
some work and that work is the Mandakye Up. in which (6)
one reads the words in the following line “eso’ntaryami
esa yonih sarvasya prabhaviapyayau hi bhutanam”. Tt is
therefore not true that Sankara does not quote the Up,
But this cannot be accepted conclusively, for there is a
passage in the Katha Up. (IV, 11), too, where the same
word occurs in the same way “yogo hi prabhavapyayau’
and as one sees Sankara quote so much from this Up. one
naturally inclines to think that the quotation might also be
from it and not from the Mandukya Up. At least there
is nothing to prove that the passage invariably refers
to the latter, and so the citation referred to from the
commentary of the Brahmasutras does not serve any pur-
pose here.

VipnUSHERHARA BHATTACARYA

1 Ch Up, 11, 23, 3. See my paper Saikara’s Commentaries
on the Upanisads in Sir Asutosh Mookerjee Silvey Jubilee Volume,
I11, ii, p. 704 - - - : :

~

Bengal School of Art

11
Are-culture under the Sena kings of Bengal

In Varendra kingdom Vijayasena Deva claiming descent
from a Ksatriya clan of Karnata in Southern India snatched
away the government from the hands of the Palas. His son and
successor Ballala Sena was too deeply engaged in the extension
of territories and consolidation of his conquests and too much
interested in social reforms and foundation of Kulinism in
Bengal to leave any marked trace of his patronage of art and
religion. Ballala’s son Laksmana Sena during the earlier part of
his long tenure of sovereignty annexed the whole region from the
Sunderbans to Benares and established peace and order, under
the shade of which poetry and fine arts flourished with great
splendour. Many copper-plates and stone-inscriptions of these
three kings have been discovered and correctly deciphered.
Vijayapura in the Rajshahi District seems to have been the
capital of Vijayasena and the record of his dedication of the
temple of Prodyumnesvara in the vicinity is now-known as the
Devapara inscription. Some of the Pala kings had established
their seat of government in Gaud, a part of which has been
suggested to have been the city of Ramavati, founded by
Ramapala. Ballala Sena took that city and had one of his
capitals in its neighbourbood, now identified as Ballalabagi.
Laksmana Sena erected his fort of Gaugd on a branch of the
Bhagirathi and the extensive city of Gaud is still marked by
many large tanks, glorious monuments of Laksmana Sena,
even after all the attempts of the Pathan lords of Gaugd to
demolish the traces of the Hindu rule. In Gaud and Pandua,
both in the District of Maldah are seen many buildings, ‘
ruined temples, broken or unbroken images, misplaced pillars
and carved plates, with distinct marks of the art-culture under
the patronage of king Laksmana Sena.
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414 RUPAKAS~HOW MANY ARE THEY ?

Sahityadarpana, Dagariipa and other Sariskrit works on dramaturgy,
is Zen, and the list is as follows :—

(1) Nataka, (2) Prakarana, (3) Bhana, 4) Vyayoga, (5) Samavakara,
(6) Dima, (7) Thamrga, (8) Aika, (9) Vith1, and (10) Prahasana,

This is a point on which oriental scholars have, up till now, found
no ground to differ.

But recent discoveries in the field of Sanskrit dramatic literature
have brought us face to face with a very singular exception as regards
the enumeration of the Riipakas. -

Bhagavadajjukiyam—a Prahasana, which differs remarkably on
many points from all other plays of the same type; gives a list of no
less than /welve Ripakas int its Prastavana. “The list of ten Riipakas
in all our Natyasastras includes the Nataka and Prakarana, while our
author mentions ten kinds of plays sprung from Nitaka and Praka-
rana, and mentions, besides Thamyga and other kinds of Riipakas found
also in the usual lists, Vira as the first and Sallapa as the seventh.
Sallapa, ie. Samlipaka or discourse, appears as a type of drama else-
where,? but Viara seems to be otherwice quite unknown®,3

Among the Prahasanas hitherto published Bhagavadajjukiyam
holds a very unique position. It differs from Mattavilasa inasmuch as
it purports to be a “comedy proper” rather than “a realfarce and satire”
as Mattavilasa claims to be. But on that account it is ‘in no way
inferior to Mahendravikrama’s play.

Nothing definite can be said about the age of the play. Like the
thirteen dramas attributed to Bhasa, it also omits to mention the names
of both the work and the author in the prologue. But the names are
found in the colophon and in the opening verse of the old commentary
published with it. But this does not go towards solving the much-
vexed problem of its age.  All that we can gather after a careful perusal
of the work is that it was written at a period when Buddhism was on
the decline in South India ; but even then the condition of the Bud-
dhist society had not become so corrupt as it was at the time when
Mattavilasa was composed. Thus the play seems to go back to a very
early period—earlier perhaps than that of Mattavilasa. For obvious
reasons, it cannot be called a compilation as Pandit Krishna Pisharoti

1 ATZEHARCAIyATy nﬁvmufmmmrﬁwmwmﬂqw&mnmrrzg Tnfag
LI CLR MR WYRH: | —¥WIaZ ™ HGH, wera |
2 An Upariipaka is also of the same name.
"3 Winternitz—Preface to Bhagavadajjukiyam.
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has tried to show in his paper on Bhasa. Neither can its author
Bodhayana be possibly identified with the great Vrttikira of the Brah-
masitras as Prof. Winternitz has suggested.

Thus we see that many a new problem has been raired by the
publication of the play. At present the materials that may lead to the
solution of these problems are quite scanty and consequently insuffi-
cient. We hear that three works connected with acting in Kerala—
Attaprakira, Kramadipika and Kitiattakrama® —have been re-
cently discovered. May we not venture to hope that these valuable
discoveries of Tamila-Malayalam works on dramaturgy would throw
some light on questions that still remain open.

ASHOKANATII BHATTACHARYA

The First commentary on the Mahabhasya

In connection with the date of a certain Vedantic writer I had
recently to consult the list of the gurus who occupied the pontifical
throne at the Advaita Matha of Conjeeveram and for this purpose
referred to the (Guru-ratna-mnala, one of the five works pub]ished. in thg
volume styled Vedanta-patica-prakarani, printed at the Sri Vidya Press,
of Kumbhakonam and I was more than surprised to find in it the
following stanza:—

wfrgeears e armewag

vy RegrHHERTRraEH e 194 12
[t may be translated as follows :—‘I seek the help of Gaudapada who
first spread a knowledge of the Bkasya of Pataijali,” whose feet were
adored by Ayircya, once his opponent and who was the preceptor
of Nigaka mystics¢ like Apolonya.’ The references here are obviously
to Apollonius of Tyana and to king Iarchas mentioned in his “Travels’.
This work, Guru-ratna-mala, is ascribed—with what authorit): it is not
known—to Sadasivendra whose Vedantic works like the A#ma-vidya-
vilasa are well-known in the south. There is a commentary by one
Atmabodha on the work which also is printed in the same volume.

1 Vide the Introduction to the play by the Editor,

2 p. 20 3 For the allusion here, see Pataiijali-carita of Rama-
bhadra Diksita (Nirnaya Sagara Press). .
4 JRAS,, vol. 17 (1860), p. 9o, 5 Ibid,
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It introduces in explaining the stanza the name of Damis,! a fellow-
traveller and friend of Apollonius and Privrti,a Saka chief of Taksasila®
and states that Ayarcya was a Buddhist. These are remarkable
statements and, if authentic, would be of great importance in deter-
mining the date of Gaudapada and deciding the question whether
Apollonius of Tyana visited India or not. The work, though published
long ago is, I think, not yet widely k nown. '
M. HIRIVANNA

A Short note on Mr. Jayaswal’s interpretation of a
Mahabhasya passage in his ‘Hindu Polity’ (p. 122)

[n the above book, at the close of the chapter on ‘Franchise and
Citizenship,’ the author concludes thus :

“The cause of Pataiijali’'s perplexity seems to be a confusion which
arose by treating a Varttika of Katyayana, viz. Maefama st a¥e 39
as a Siitra of Panini. As a matter of fact, qraafaarer «t 73« 351 is given
as a Varttika (No. 18) to Papini, 1v. 2. 104 (Kielhorn, p. 296). The
same rule could not be both a Varttika of Katyayana and a
Sttra of Panini. It has already come as a Varttika, and by treating
it as a Varttika the sense becomes clear. Katyayana completes Panini
by giving a general rule on allegiance owed to well-known Ksattriya
rulers.” '

At the outset, our sense of admiration seems as it were to be
awakened from its torpor by the author’s originality in discovering
and pointing out the perplexity of Pataifijali,. With due deference to
the author, we are inclined to be more sympathetic towards Patafijali
for the very reason that no commentator after him has doubted his
sanity in taking the rule under discussion to belong to Papini, and
not to Katyayana as Mr. Jayaswal would have it. To do justice to
Pataiijali, we should recognise the fact that he had not the advarntage
of a critical edition of the Varttikas, as Mr, Jayaswal and ourselves are
privileged to have. On the textual side, we are not prepared to believe
that Mr, Jayaswal would have consciously committed himself to the
statement that the rule concerned should be taken to be a Varttika
of Katyayana, and not a Siitra of Papini. Verily, the rule in question,
comes from the mouth of Katyayana, and our thanks are due to the

1 JRAS., vol. 17 (1860), p. 70. 2 1bid., p. 76.
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illustrious editor of the Mahibhasya, Dr. Kielhorn, for having so
printed it. But we have to draw the attention of Mr. Jayaswal to
a technique in Sastric treatises, called w74z . It isa verbatim quotation
of a certain statement or statements, for the purpose of discussion with
reference to a particular point under consideration. To make our point
clear, it is necessary to refer to the particular discussion in brief. In
this particular instance, Katyiyana is dealing with the Siitra 1V.2.104
(w=mrer ) which enjoins the addition of a suffix ‘tyap’ after indeclin-
ables, so that we get the forms like %@ etc, There is a similar
rule (IV.2.114—wgr=: ) which enjoins the addition of the suffix ‘cla’
to words beginning with a Vrddhi vowel. The word wmrq is an indeclin-
able having a Vrddhi vowel for its first letter. Therefore it comes
under the opefation of the two Sitras, 1V.2.104 & 114. Katyayana,
by his second Vairttika under the rule IV.2.104, says that the rule
L4.2 ( fawfady o3 @y ) operates, and we should have the suffix ‘cha’
added to it and not ‘tyap’. Then he proceeds as a contextual sequence
to discuss the scope of the rule IV.2.1 14, in its turn, and from
the Varttika No. 7 onwards, he enumerates the rules of Papini which
supersede IV.2.114. Some of these rules he refers to in his own words
and some he literally quotes. For instance, the Varttika No. 1t
FaimraR gt (Kiel, vol. II, p. 295) refers to the two rules of Panini
IV.3.64 & 65. This is of the former type. An instance of the latter
type would be the Varttika No. 2o0. ( wagatest ) which is a rule (IV.3.122)
of Papini. In fact, two succeeding Varttikas (Nos. 21 & 22)also happen
to be verbatim quotations of the Sitras 1V.3.125 & 126 of Papini.
Consistently with what Mr. Jayaswal has stated with regard to the
rule (Varttika No. 18), we should perforce consider the rules (Varttikas
Nos. 21 & 22) to be the only Varttikas ; and as no rule cculd be both
a Varttika of Katyiyana and a Sitra of Panini, we are constrained to
request Mr. Jayaswal to discover the person or persons who are under
confusion and perplexity with regard to these rules. Unless and
until he complies with our request, the alleged confusion and
perplexity attributed to Patafijali only deserve to be classed with
optical illusions like mirage. K '
We are further at a loss to understand how according to Mr. Jaya-
swal, the taking of the rule under consideration to be a Varttika of
Katyayana would make thesense clear. If it is taken at all as a Virttika,
it is read under rule IV.2.104, and not under IV.3.98, as he seems to
imagine. And even supposing that the rule embodied in the Varttika
applies to 1V.3.98, there is no need to accept what Mr. Jayaswal says, if

I, 11, Q. JUNE, 1926 53
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Gaudapada and Vasistha

A comparative survey
of their philosophy

B. L. Atreya

Gaudapéda, the author of the famous Karikas on the Mandikyo-
panis$ad, is quite well-known to the world of Indian Philosophy. He is
considered by the Oriental scholars to be the first exponent of the Advaita
Vedanta after the Upanisads. This view stands unchallenged only so long
as the work known as the Yoga-Vasistha has not been studied, and its
date definitely determined. It is really strange why Oriental scholars have
not yet turned their attention to this important work which when studied
thoroughly will perhaps be found not to be a post-Sankara work, “as it is
generally believed to be. In the Yoga-Vasistha we find almost every view
held by Gaudapada, and there can be found ' lines in the Yoga-Vasistha
parallel to almost every line of the 11, I11, and 1V chapters of the Karikds
which ropresent the philosophical position of Gaudapada, yet it is strange
that there is hardly any line, except one or two borrowed perhaps from
Some common source too well-known at that time, which is literally
identical in the two. Leaving the question which work is the earlier of
the two to- the historians, we shall here attempt a brief survey of the
opinions shared equally by both Gaudapada and Vasi$tha, the philoso-
pher in the Yoga-VasiStha, under four main heads, namely, Idealism
(Kalpana-vada), lllusionism (Maya-vada), Acosmism (Ajata-vada), and
the Method of Self-realisation (Yoga).

1. Idealism (Kalpani-vada).

It has been sometimes maintained by the students of Hindu philoso-
phy that ““Hindu thinkers have been and are (in the epistemological
sense) not only Realists but Realists of a thorough-going type. ~ There is
no trace of Subjectivism which may be found in the Buddhist schools”,
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Now whatever might be said of other Hindu thinkers including perhaps
Sankara also, Gaudapada and VasiStha at any rate were thorough-going,
Idealists. Both of them hold that the reality of the world-experience
consists in its being imagined by mind. Here is what Giudapada says :”
The external as well as the internal objects ar: all imagined (K II. 14).
Those objects that are in the subtle condition within as well as those that
are manifest without, are all the work of imagination, the difference
between them lying only in the means of their cognition (K. 11 15).
The whole experience consisting of perceiver and perceived is merely
imagination of mind (K. IV. 72). Ths whole duality, of whatever kind,
is merely a phenomenon of mind (K. 11I. 31). As movement makes a
fire-brand appear straight, crooked, etc., so activity makes thought appear
as perceiver and perceived (K. LV. 47). As are dreams, magical creations
and castles-in- the-air, so declare the scholars of the UpaniSads, this cos-
mos to be (K. IL. 31). All entities are like dream-objects sent forth by
creative power of the Self (K. 11, 5).. .

In the same way declares VasiStha:—

“Everything in the world-experience is the work of imagination only
(YV. VIb. 2 10. 11), All this world-experience is a wonderful working
out of consciousness in itself like the rising and falling of the city of dream
(YV. VIb. 42. 16). All the three worlds are the creation of the activity
of mind alone (YV.IV.11.13). This universe is CO[’ISIdCl‘Cd to be the
overflow of mind (YV. 1V. 47. 48). Everything is constructed by the
"imagination of the self as in dream (YV. ILl. 10. 35). The world-exper-
ience comes out the heart of consciousness as a tree comes out of a
seed (YV. VIb. 51,8). The world-expericnce is like a castle-in-the air
(YV. Vla. 33, 45). ‘““‘And so on,

Do they gnve reasons like Berkeley for holding this startling position
‘in philosophy ? 'Yes they do give some, though not in a systematic way.
:Gaudapada is very brief in his statéments.' His arguments for Idealism
may be gathered from the following : ‘(1) A thing is said to be real
‘because it is experienced and on-account of its being the cause of an action.
But are the objects of our illusory knowledge which are mere ideas of the
‘mind not such ? There is no difference between the two in these respects.
Therefore the so-called Teal things are also thought-creations as the illu-
sory onesare (K.IV. 44). (ii) We all know that mind assumes a
duality of the objects and the subject in dream by its own power, so there
is noreason why in the waking experience we should not think that it
acts in the same manner through.the samecause (X. IIL. 30). (iii) The
duality (of the perceiver and the perceived) is a work of the mind because
when the mind is annihilated, i. e., expanded into the Infinite Self (as in
the case of Samadhi) the duality is not at all expenenoed (K. L1, 31)

The arguments of VasiStha for Ideahsm may be gathered as the
followmg — C :
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“(i) The phenomenon of knowledge cannot be explained if the subj-
ect and object are two things quite different and opposed in their nature,
for no relation can exist between two heterogeneous things (YV. IIL. 121.
37, 42). That which comes into consciousness cannot but be a mode of
consciousness for nothing of a different nature could have entered con-
sciousness (YV. VIb. 25. 12). If the object were something of a different
nature from the knowing mind, it will ever remain unknown, and there
would then be no proof even of its existence (YV. VIb. 25. 15). (ii) The
whole world-experience. with its cities and mountains, etc., can be -
duplicated in dreams. We all know that the dream objects are only
modes of consciousness. There is no reason why the objects of the
waking experience should not be taken to be so. (iii) The world- exper-
jence and its objects do not exist for the consciousness of the Yogi (who
has learnt to puta stop to the activity of his mind) (YV. IIL 60. 27).
When the mind is lost in the Infinite consciousness (as in the case of
Nirvana) there is no experience of any duality (YV. Via. 93. 44). All
these considerations show that the mind is the nave of the wheel of the
world (YV. V. 49. 40).”

But then, is there any difference between dreams and the waking
experience if the latter is just like the former which, of course, we all
know to be a play of ideas in our mind ? Both Gaudapada and Vasistha
think that there is hardly any difference between the contents of the two.
Thus saya Gaudapada : “The wise regard the waking and the dream
states as one because of the similarity of the objective experiences in them
(K. II. 6). The mind, though one, appears dual (subject and object) in
dream, so also in the waking state, it, though one, appears dual through
its creative power (K. III, 30), etc.” Inthe same way VasiStha holds
that “There is no difference between waking and dream experiences except
that one is more stable than the other. The contents of both are similar
in entirety, always and everywhere (YV. IV. 19. 11). The waking expe-
rience is just like that of dream (YV. IIL 57. 50), etc., (YV. VIb. 23, 24,
29, 42). Dream also appear as waking states so long as they last, and
the waking state looks like a dream when the objects of perception are
not stable and lasting (YV. IV. 20. 12). From the standpoint of the
permanent Self there is absolutely no difference between the contents of
dream and waking state (YV. VIb. 161. 24). Although the waking man
never apprehends his waking state to be a dream, the dead man rising
again to experience a new life thinks his past life to have been a dream-
like existence (YV. VIb. 161. 25). As a man may recollect the many
sleep-dreams he has experienced throughout his life, so the Perfect
Sages can remember the waking dreams they have experienced in their
long history of transmigration (YV. VIb, 161. 30).”

Now, if the world-experience is a work of imagination, who is the
author of it ? Gaudapada raises this question in I II. 11 and answers
it thus : “The Atman, all light, imagines these objects by himself through

3



his own power; he alone cognises the objects so sent forth. This is the
last word of the Vedanta on the subject (K. II. 12). The Lord brings
about the variety of subjective experience as well as that of objective expe-
rience (K. IL. 13). The first result of idsation is Jiva from which the
various entities subjective and objective come forth (K II. 16).” Thus
according to Gaudapada, the first product of the Creative imagination in
the Absolute Reality, which is Consciousness, is JIva (a finite entity)
which imagines the subjects of its experience. Vasiétha calls the Subject
of world-experience by many names one of which is also Jiva, but the
names most often used are Mangs and Brahma. “The world experience,”
Thus says VasiStha, “'is spread out by Brahma manifesting himself in the
form of Manas ( YV. I1I. 3. 29).” How Brahma arises in the Absolute
Reality is explained thus : “Manas comes out of the Absolute Reality
like a sprout. The Creative power of the Absolute Reality
(which is always inherent in it as its inseparable nature) by its own free-
will, in a mere sportful overflow, comes to self-consciousness at a parti-
cular point, which in reality is forgetfulness of its being one with the
whole reality, and on accouat of intensity there, begins to vibrate in the
form of imagining activity (“consciring”) and assumes a separate and
distinct existence for itself apart from the Whole whose one aspect it is in
reality (YV. 1V. 44. 4; 111. 96. 3;1V. 42. 4, 5; VIa. 114, 15, 16;VIa. 33. 30;.
111. 2. 56; etc; etc.,).” _

Thus we see that Gaudapdda and Vasistha have the same Idealistic
standpoint. Gaudapada, however, does not raise the problem, which
is very important metaphysically, whether it is the individual or the Cos-
mic Jiva which imagines the world-experience including that of every
individual. On the answer of this question will depend whether he is a
Subjective or an Objective Idealist. Vasistha raises the problem and an-
" _swers it in a satisfactory way reconciling the claims of both Solipsism and
Realism, which does not concern us here.

II. Mlusionism (Maya vada).

Having established the ideality or the imaginary nature of the world-
experience, both Gaudapada and Vasistha proceed to point out another
very important feature of the objects of experience, namely, their tem-
porary appearance in the field of consciousness. We have seen that the
objects of the waking life are similar to those of dream state. But we
generally regard the contents of a dream to be unreal because they do
not persist for a long time, but come into consciousness for a short while
and vanish. Similarly in the waking experience we regard some objects
as unreal appearances when they are perceived for a short while but
vanish soon from the view. But is no' the experience of everything in
this world of a similar nature for the eternally existent Self, before whose
vision numberless objects have come and gone ? The Eternal Self has

experienced the beginning and end of innumerable objects. Every object

of experience has in the consciousness of was not and will not be. Butcan
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that which is real ever cease to be ? If it is real it must ever exist. A
temporary appearance cannot be said to be real. This is how both
Gaudapada and Vasi$tha argue. The real, according to VasiStha, is
“that which never comes to an end (YV. IIL. 4. 62), and that which has
a beginning and an end cannot be real in any way, for real is only that
which has neither a beginning nor an end (YV. IV. 5. 9).” Gaudapada
also repeats the same line literally in K. I1. 6 and in K. IV. 31 which
has been translated as “That which is naught at the beginning and is so
also at the end, does necessarily not exist in the middle”. “‘On this logic
of reality the objects of experience cannot be said to be real at all (K. II.
32).” But do they not appear to be so ? So do illusions and dream-ob-
jects appear, but we all know them to be unreal. All things seen in dream,
says Gaudapada, “‘are unreal, teing seen within the body for in so small;
space how could objects exist and be seen”. So on and so forth (K V.
3+, 34,35,36,39; 11. 1,2, 3). “Objects therefore are illusory appear-
ances though they appear to be real (K. II. 6). That they serve some
purpose (and so.should be regarded as real in opposition to the illusory
appeararces which do not serve any purpose) comes to naught in dream,
hence (on the previous above mentioned principle) they are illusory appear-
ances (K. II. 7). Evenin dream we make the usual distinction of unreal,
calling the subjectivc imagination within the dream unreal and the
objectively existent things as real, as we do in the waking experience.
Yetin fact both are illusory appearances (K. I1. 9, 10).”” So, as Vasistha
says, all objects of experience should be viewed as ““illusory appearances,
visions of ignorance,. mere mayd (literally that which does not exist),
delusions of consciousness and dream-like appearances (YV. 1. 57, 54);
like illusory water in a desert (YV. IV. 1.7); like an unsubstantial rain-
bow (YV. IV. 1. 23); like the appearance of a snake in a rope (YV. 100,
58); like an unreal city in the sky (YV. VIb. 190. 13); like a second
moon in the vision of a diseased eye (YV. I11. 66. 7); and like the move-
ment of trees in the vision of an intoxicated fellow (YV. III. 8),” etc.,
elc. :

In this connection, it wi!l be interesting to note in the Kdrikds as
well as in the Yoga VasiStha the connotation of the term Maya which has
played a very conspicuous part in the subcequent philosophy of India,
and has very often been misunderstood both by the followers of Mayavada
and its opponents; specially because Gaudapada is generally believed 10
be the father of Mdyavada in Vedanta. The word Maya occurs in some
eight Karikas of Gaudapada: (I1. 12; 111. 19; 27,28: 1V. 58. 59, 61, 69).
A careful consideration of the significance of the word will bring one to
the conclusion that' ty Gaudapada Mdyd is used in the sense of a peculiar
power which enables its Fossessor to create some forms which do not
exist in the sense of the really existent, yet give the appearance of their
being so, and also erables him to muliiply or ckange himelf into
any numter of forms, without, however, himself undrergoing the slightest
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modification. The products of such power were characterised as Mdya-
maya and sometimes as mdyd even. An illustration of such a peculiar
capacity was, in old times when people did not know well the secret of
the so-called magic found in the activity of a magician. Sankara very
often uses this illustration to make people understand Mdyd But a care-
ful study of the stories of Lavana (YV. II1) and Gadhi (YV. V Book)
given by Vasistha in illustration of Maya will convince us that Maya is
not like the power of a magician so much as like that of a Hypnotist, in
the best possible sense, who by his thought-power can produce, and was
able to produce in ancient India, before the vision of others, or even of
himself, things and scenes which do not exist in reality, but appear “to
exist, Mayd is thus, according ro Vasistha, a power or capacity, of the
Absolute Reality, which is Consciousness, to think out or ““conscire”’
forms which corue to exist when thus thought out or imagined (YV. VIb.
70. 18). *‘Itis the Creative Power of the Ultimate Reality and it can
imagine the world-appearance as the thought-power of an ordinary man
can build his world of imagination (YV. VIb. 78. 6). It is called by the

names of Prakrti, Divine Will, Creative Force, and the World Maya
(YV. VIb. 85, 14).”

So there is nothing very peculiar about the word Maya which has been -

very much misunderstood in the later philosophy of India. The reason
why it has been so misunderstoad is perhaps the sense of illusoriness
accompanying the word. If the conception of the real and the unreal
of Gaudapada and Vasistha stated above that ‘all that has a beginning
and an end is unreal’ is accepted, it will be quite clear that except
Consciousness which experiences the beginning and end of all objects
everything is unreal, however long it may appear in the field of
consciousness. In this sense all the products of Mdyd are unreal, for
they have a beginning and an end. The activity of the Divine Will itself-
having a beginning and and an end is unreal. And Will has no mean-
ing when not active; it, being merged in and became one with the In-
finite and Absolute Consciousness then, is also called unreal both by
Gaudapada and Vasi$tha (K. IV. 58; YV; VIb. 82. 2, 3, 26, 27).

1L Acosmism (Ajata-vada).

_Just as Kalpand-vada paves a way. for mayd-vida so does the latterdo =

for ajata-vada or acosmism, Acosmism is the doctrine which denies the
existence of the world of plurality and change in and before the truly real.
It shuns a compromise between real and unreal, being and non-being,
perfection and imperfection, logic and life.. Itis rigorously logical, and
pursues logic to its furthest flight, caring little for the consequences and

ridicule from the man in the street, for the opinion of whom the Prag-i!"

matists care much. For it truth is truth and should not stand in need of
respecting the so-called demands of life. Parmenides and Spinoza,
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VasiStha, Gaudapada and Sankara have been the greatest acosmistic
thinkers of the world.

In philosophy even, Acosmism is the least understood doctrine. [t
is often talked of only to be criticised and ridiculed, and seldom to be
sympathetically understood. ~Yet Gaudapada asserts twice in his Karikds
(LI 48; IV. 71) that “It is the highest truth.” So also does Vasi$tha
say that “It is the most victorious doctrine of the Spiritual Science that
in reality there is neither ignorance nor illusion but only Brahman resting .
peaceful in its own glory (YV. VIa. 125-1). ‘

We have no 1ime here to go through all the arguments which Gauda.
pada and Vasistha give in favour of Acosmism. We shall therefore be
cantent orly to notice a few points in this connection. It is not difficult
to grasp the logic of Acosmism only if we raise our vision a little hi_gher
than the usual and be strictly logical apart from the consequences. Gau-
dapada names his view A4jdra-vada (non-production) and argues for it
thus : *“That which is cannot be produced (for it is already there), and
that which is not cannot also be producced (for it will be scmething com-
ing out of nothing which is quite absurd) (K. IV.3).” “It is inconcei -
vasle that the unborn and the immortal which ever exists can ever become
mortal (IV. 6),”" for as we have seen beginning and end imply unreality
and the real is always real. Moreover, change is an illogical conception
for it implies the transformation of a thing into something else. But how
can anything change into what itisnot ? If it is comething, it must
ever remain what it is. “‘The real can never become unreal, for the one
is and the other is not (K. 1V. 79)

These statements are not mere quibbles; behind them lies a great
truth which must not be ignored. The Principle of Identity in formal
logic requires in the judgment ‘S is P’ the presence of some identical X

-which persists unchanged both in S and P, to make the judgment possible.

If we look deep into this problem, we shall discover that from the point of
view of X there is neither S nor P for X always subsists as X unchanged in
spite of its changes of form from another point of view. This is made clear
by Vasistha through a number of illustrations. Think of a gold ornament,
a breceletor a ring  From our points of vie v bracelet and ring are realities
for they, as brace'et and ring, have a peculiar value for us which mere go.d
‘has not.  But if we look at them from the point of view of gold as such
bracelet and ring have no existence in and for gold. Gold is gold and
'nothing other than itself. In the same way Brahman ever remains Brahman
in itsetf and never experiences or undergoes change (YV 111, 11, 8, 33)
Take arother illustration. We say that water can be changed into several
forms, solid, liquid and gaseous, etc. But if there is anything like watcr
which can equally stand as the subject of all these forms. does it actually

. undergo ary change in any one of those forms ? If it did it will not be

water exerywhere water, therefore, exists as the immutable X bchind all
these forms quite untouched by the change. So is the Absolute Reality
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untouched by any change of forms that we perceive, no  matter if they
appear to be real from our point of view; for our limited point of view
itself is non-being from the point of view of the Absolute Reality (K. II.
3L, YV.IIL 42, 4; vvV. 111.100.39).

Both Vasi$tha and Gaudapada severely examine the category of
Causality and the analogy of the seed and tree, and show in the interest
of Acosmism that both are fictions in relation to the Absolute Reality.
The conception of cause and effect, says VasiStha, can hold true of the
forms where one form precedes the other, but that which underlies all
forms and so does not proceed or follow anything, for it is present always
and everywhere,. cannot be related to any form as its cause or effect
(YV. VIb. 96, 26; 28: VIb. 53, 17; etc., etc.). Even on the Sankhya
conception of causality which means the transformation of something
into another. Brahman cannot be said to be the cause of the world -app-
carance, for, how can that which is transformed into something else be
real, and how can that which admits even of partial change be called
permanent (K. IV. II; YV. VIa., 49, 2-4,8,9)

As regards the ‘Seed-and tree’ analogy, that too cannot be applicable

to Brahman and the world, For, Gaudapada says. “the illustration of -

seed-and tree being itself a partof what requires to be proved cannot be
taken asa proving illustration (K. IV. 20). *“How can that,” argues
Vasistha, ““which is so subtle in its nature as to be even beyond mind,
be the seed of the gross physical objects having visible forms, etc., etc.
(YV.1IV. 1, 21, 25, 26. 48, 32, 33).” A seed, moreover, cannot begin
to germinate unless there are some external favourble circum-
stances to help germination, nothing like which is present in the Absolute
Brahman (YV, VIb. 54, 21). Again, a seed ceases to be jtself and: perishes

.altogether in giving rise to a tree, but Brahman cannot be said to perish

like this (YV. 1V. 18, 24).” The only way therefore, if any, in which we
can relate these forms to the reality is the analogy of dream (YV. VIb. 176,
5, VIb. 195, 44), although in reality they are as unreal as the son of a bar-
Ten woman (K. III. 28). “They, in fact, neither exist apart from the
perception of the particular consciousness of the experiencer, nor involve
any change in the being of the reality (YV. I11. 5, 6). Like their production
the production of the world is false; like their growth the growth of this
world is false; like their enjoyment the enjoyment of this world is false;
like tl)]eir de’structiq‘n the destruction of‘the world is false (YV. 11
67, 713).» c

Both Gaudapida and VasiStha thus conclude that from the highest -

roint of view, i. e., in truth nothing is ever produced and that the truth of
philosophy is Ajati-vada (K. 1V. 3) or Ajatu-vada (YV. HI. 13, 4) whi-
ch Vasi§tha enunciates thus :: “There is nothing like the world in
reality, not even in name ; Brahman alone is real, and every thing is
in reality Brahman (YV. IV. 40, 30; IIL. 4, 67).” This is the boldest
truth ever.declared by Philosophy, which will ever assert itself in spite of
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the fact that much has been said against it and much can be said against
it

IV. The Method of Self-realisation (Yoga).

Philosophy in (rdia has never been merely an intellectual pursuit:
and truth was never meant only to be discovered and appreciated. Phil-
osophy was to be lived and truth to be realised. “Having known the
truth within and without;” urges Gaudapada, “one should become the
truth, should ever rest in it, and should be firm in it (K. I1. 38).” Vasiétha
divides thinkers into two Classes, namely, the wise (jiiani) and those
to whom knowledge is a helping friend in the world, (jiana-vandhu),
and prefers the ignorant to the latter (YV, VIb. 21, 1). A wise man
according to him is ‘“one who having come to know the truth bring it
into practice (YV, VIb. 22. 2).” This is why almost every system of
Indian Philosophy devotes a portion of it to Yoga or the method of prac-
tical realisation of the truth discovered by the system. Let us now
briefly find out the Yoga of Gaudapada and Vasiétha.

The truth according to both is the One Absolute Reality without a
second by its side, resting in its own blissful essence without the slightest
touch of change or multiplicity in it. It is the essence of myself as well
as of the universe. This is the ideal before us as long as it is not a
living experience with us. To be anything other than that is the bondage
and suffering we are experiencing. But what is that which binds and
limits us ? Both Gaudapada and Vasistha think that it is the mind which by
its consciring activity creates limitation and bonds for us. It has the power
to imagine any thing which it creates by its own power (K. II, 18-29 and
YV. IIL 91. 16; 1I1. 60, 16). It imagines the world of change and multi
plicity, and causes its own bondage and freedom. If the consciring acti-
vity of the mind be somehow stopped, the whole trouble will be_over
(YV.1V, 4,5). “The whole duality, of whatever form, is simply a creat-
jon of the mind, and it is never experienced when mind is naught
(K. III. 31).” In the same way Vasistha says, ‘“Mind js the nave of the
wheel of the world-experience, and if it could be stopped from move-
ment the whole trouble would be over (YV. V. 49, 40). If through
intelligent effort the consciring activity of the mind is stopped, the world -
experience will vanish (YV. V. 50. 7), etc., etc.”

Now how to bring the activity of the mind under control andstop it ?
In answer to this question Gaugdapada tells us : “When mind ceases from
imagining, by a knowledge of the truth of the Atman, it remains at rest
for wantof things to cognise (K. III. .32)-” VasiStha deals with the
subject very thoroughly and gives us a very detailed scheme of mind
control which we can review here in bare outlines only. According to
him there are three chief methods of controlling the mind, any one or all
of which might be practised. They are : I. Brahma-bhdvand, i. e., imagin-
ing omeself to be identical with the Absolute Reality (YV. VIa. 69, 49,
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52) with'its negative accompaniment of Abhavabhavana, i. e., imagining
the non-existence of finite things (YV. IIL. 21, 7); Il Prana-spandana
nirodha, i. e., the control of the movement. of the vital airs, which is said
to be very intimately connected with the movement of the mind (YV. Vla.

78. 15, 16; V. 13, 83); IIL. Vasandtyaga, i. e., giving up all desires, for
desire i is said to be the motive power of the mmd which comes to naught
without desu'e (YV. Vla. 95. 5). There are aiso other minor methods
'suggested by Vasistha for the control of mind, a bare mention of which
will not be out 'of placé here. They are :— 1. Becoming convinced of
the unrealuy of the mind itself (YV.1V. 11, 27); 2. Givingup imagin-
ing activity, i. e., samkalpa (V. 13, 20); 3. Having a disregard for -the
objects of epjoyment (IV. 35, 1); 4, Control of the senses (IIL. 144, 41);
,5 Annihilation of the egoistic tendencies (Vla. 94, 13); 6. Attempt to
reahse cosmic consciousness (VIa. 128); 7. Practice of disintererested-
Tess (VIb 28, 23); 8. Realisation of equanimity inall states (V. 13, 21):

9. ‘Giving up the sense of being an agent of actions (III. 95, 35);
10, Mental renunciation of everything (V. 58, 44); 11. Practice of always
‘being merged in the idea of the Self (III. 1. 36); etc., etc.

" These details need not confuse an aspirant. All these methods "ulti-
‘mately are only the so many optional, but at the root identical,” ways of
breaking the limitations that we have gathered around us and consequently
have surrounded as with a false, yet hard to crack, shell of individuality,
which-acts as'an obstruction to the flood of Divine Light and Bliss which
‘are ever ours, but from which we have disinherited ourselves by being
satisfied with the glow of smaller lights, which, however, we now-and then
discover, are not sufficient for the craving of our heart and for the satis-
fa.ctnon of our intellect both of which ever yearn for the Infinite.

“This is in short what Gaudapada and Vasistha teach us in common.
There is no doubt that much can be said against this kmd of phllosophy,
yet before . we stand - upto criticise them, it is our duty to understand
them. sympathetlcally and honestly, so that we' may not in the- haste of
Judglng them add to the already existing lot of blundcrs. -
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“The Experience of Space, a metapsychologic
and Psychoanalyﬂc approach

M. Lietaert Peerbolte

Introduction

[ Tl?e‘central point of this metapsychology is formed by the libidin-
ous experience of space. Though the Freudian point of view that libido
means love, has a dynamic aspect and is connected with lust, is not
a'bz.mdoned at all, these three” facets of the psychoanalytical notion of
llbldo do not explain its spatial character. Starting with the sexual ex-
perience one can-discern three components. - One is connected with a
getting rid of an urge which otherwise becomes a source of tension and
unlust. In the second component sexuality becomes a means of. .€xperienc-
ing something together with a partner. . This experience~together can aim
at getting rid of an urge, at forming-a family, some other such end,

One of these aims of experiencing-together can be the search fof
distinct feelings of love. Sexuality then becomes a way of expressing
feelings. If these feelmgs are deep, the expenence—together will certainly

become an experience of space and this is the third component of sexual
axpenence '

- In my book Prenatal Dynamics ; chpt XV, 1 have already pomted
to this libidinous experience and I can quote this : “though the. real or-
gastic experience is rather rare” to be found in practice-and even ‘accord-

“ing to'my impression it is rather rare “to be found in maokind=, the few

data I have.met suggest that this experience can.be called an experience
of space, . In a typical form with a religious - character I. found it years
ago in the case of a man who-described his orgastic experience as follows :
“suddenly it was asif my consciousness became extremely clear. I cannot”
say. that “I"” became so clear ; my ““I”'was. watching and recording my
clear consciousness.. . The “I” recorded that my consciousness: was- pray-
ing. . At the same time my “‘I"’, recorded the physical orgasmus. My -‘I’?
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