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6 B. N. SHARMA

tells us that on the summit of the capital there, we have four
Buddhist divinities. “ They are some of the inhabitants of the
heavenly spheres which rise from the summit of the world-lotus
at Mt. Kailasa.” May we take it that he would suggest some
such interpretation here also, though he is not quite sure? '

Mr. Havell’s views have made clear at least this that for
understanding the inner meaning of Indian art, we shall have to
part company with our archaeological friends. We shall have to
look to other quarters for that esoteric light. We may not agree
with Mr. Havell in fofo, but we shall have to confess that in order
to find out the principles of metaphysics which guided the hands
of our ancient artists, we shall have to dive deeper. In every
stage of our religious life, we have had certain sets of mystical
ideas holding the minds of our people. We may take, for example,
the symbol of the lotus. It is very veryold. Itisno wonder.
‘The Agamic schools are as old as our Vedic Institutions. One thing
more in this connection. The numerical figures have always
played an important part almost everywhere whenever mysticism
was of any account. We have heard of the Pythagorian Brother-
hood. This aspect has been totally neglected by our scholars.
Here in this lion-capital at Saranath, we find 16 petalsin the ‘ bell-
shaped’ lotus, 24 spokes in the wheels and the complete shaft
itself was about 48 feet. Is it not significant that each of them
should be a multiple of 8> No new theory is put forward here.
It is only to suggest most respectfully to our scholars that they
should, if they consider it worthwhile, have this aspect also in
mind while they are studying such models of ancient art.

1. Mr. Havell’s works on ‘ndian art are most valuable contributions to
the study of Indian Antiquity. From aesthetic point of view also, they are
of unique interest. The views of Mr. Havell, as expressed above have been
claborately and systematically put forward in his “The Himalavas in Indian
Art’, and in his ‘Hand-book of Indian Art’.

ARE 'T'HE GAUDAPA)A-KARIKAS SRUTI?
(A Venkatasubbiah )

T'his question, as regards the first twentynine karikas (i. e.
those contained in the first section known as Agama-prakarara),
:s answered in the affirmative by Mr. B. N. Krishnamurti Sarma,
who has lately published in the Review of Philosophy and Reli-
gion (Vol. 2, 35 fi.; Vol. 3, 45 ff.) two articles entitled * New
Light on the Gaudapadakarikas’ and °Further Light on the
Gaudapadakarikas,’ in this connection. It is his purpose to show
in these articles (1) that Madhva’s opinion that the first twenty-
nine karikds are S'ruti, is well-founded and is, in fact, shared by
Sankara, SureSvara, Anandagiri, Madhusidana Sarasvati and
other well-known advaitin writers and also by Vis'istadvaitin
writers like Ramanujacarya and Kurandrayana; and (2) that
hence the ill-natured gibes, veiled insinuations, etc., made by
latter-day advaitins that Madhva could not distinguish a patently
advaitic work of a prominent advaitin teacher from S'ruti, are
quite baseless and deserve to be repudiated. In the execution
of this purpose, Mr. Sarma has in these articles put forward many
arguments that are based on (1) internal evidence of the Gk,' and
(2) the writings of (a) Sankara, Anandagiri, Sure$vara, Madhu-
siidana Sarasvati and his commentator Gauda-Brahmiananda; )
Madhvacarya, Vyasatirtha and his commentator Vyasaramaicarya;
and (c) Sri Ramanujacirya, Kirandrayapa, and Doddacirya or
Mahacarya.

Mr. Sarma takes it as undisputed (and undisputable) that the
Mandikya is a S'ruti text, and hence confines himself to showing
that the Karikas in the Agama-prakarana are not written by
Gaudapada, but are S'ruti. Since this conclusion too is opposed to
that reached by me in my article entitled “The Mandikyopanisad
and Gaudapida” and published in the Indian Antiquary for
October 1933 (Vol. Lx11, pp. 181 f.), I shall examine his arguments
here in detail, and show that they are unsound. I begin with those
that he has based on the writings of Advaitin authors. 1. “Sankara
himself”’, writes® Mr. Sarma (l. c. 2,49 f. and 3,52), “cites in v. 406

1. 'This abbreviation stands for Gaudapada-karika.

3. The words in quotations are not the ipsissima verba of Mr. Sarma,
but represent the gist of what he has said. The words used by Mr. Sarma
are lacking in restraint and balance, and cannot bear to be reported.
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8 A. VENKATASUBBIAH

of his Viveka-cidamani (mgmvafid Faugd qarda: | R g0 26
AYRGIAETITA 1) the hemistich AqATAME FH (=Gk. 1.47) as
S’rati.' (2) In his commentary on a passage of the Nrsimha-
tapani Upanisad ( Vani Vildsa Press ed. x. 106), which is almost
identical with Mandikya, Sankara writes & AN IFAYE-
«ﬁsﬁsﬁwwﬁﬂsﬁgm and alsoaﬂlmﬁ’mﬂﬂﬁ
NrEFIRar gg: T | vty § A Agga gdw: wE:l and
thus says explicitly® that the §lokas or karikas interspersed between
the sentences of the Mandikya are s'ruti. (3) Similarly, in the

1. Mr. Sarma acknowledges on 2,51 1. c., that this stanza and its signi-
ficance were pointed out to him by His Holiness Sri Satyadhyinatirtha
Svami of the Uttaradi Mutt. Now it is very natural on the part of the said
pontiff and other orthodox panditas to regard as the works of Sankara all
those that purport to be written by him. But Mr. Sarma is not an orthodox
pandita ; hc has passed the Honours B. A. examination, and it is cxpected of
him and others like him that they should not blindly follow the opinions of
orthodox panditas. Considering specially the views already expressed on
this subject by Prof. Winternitz and other modern scholars (sce below),
Mr. Sarma would have done well if he had used his own critical judgment
and satisfied himself first that the Viveka-ciidamani, and for that matter
the commentary on the Nrsintha-tapani, were really the works of Sankara
before citing passages from them.

Mr. Sarma seems to follow the lead of orthodox panditas in another
matter also, to wit, in his manner of referring to books. In 1.¢.2,50, n. 4,
he writes that Sankara cites GK. I., 16 ‘in his Sitra-bhasva’; on p. 43, he
refers to the views of Pt. Vidhusekhara Bhatticarya without saying where they
have been published; and in 1. c. 3,50, n. 1, he refers to the views of
Walleser without, again, indicating where these have been published. The
suffering reader cannot help wishing that Mr. Sarma would abandon the lead
of orthodox panditas and follow modern writers, at least, in the matter of
giving precise references in all such cases.

2. Note the use by this author of the incorrect expression g FH
instead of zyq: qi, Similarly, the expression gjg fqgﬁq’ though not in-
correct, is decidedly inferior to g faqq.

3. Tt does not appear to me to be explicit at all.  "T'he author’s use of
the term $loka seems to me to indicate that he too thought that the karikas or
$lokas were the work of a human author. If he had thought that the slokas
were $ruti, he would then, it seems to me, assuredly have used the word
mantra ; for, we have to remember that it is only in Sruti passages that the
word §loka is used to denote mantra. I have not so far come across any
passage in the writings of human authors in which the word sloka is used to
denote metrical sruti passages.
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opening of his commentary on Gk. 11, he writes, ¥& 6 A Ao
| TR a9 | NIRRT dmy awgAsTaRRaEn ey
WROIHTGA | and thus ascribes to the pada it 34 @ fAwd [ =Gk.
1. 18d. ] the character of s'ruti. He does so again in the begin-
ning of his commentary on Gk. III where he writes, Tw:
qUSTRa: [GESEA TR SRV | MR g 4 Ao @A ) sEw
AT sRqesIERIeRoTdiega sng | aFgd adonfy ;AR | and
also in his commentary on Mandikya 7 where he writes, 3R
aRPERETRTORT SAgETRIAZR: | AT 3 TEAR-A 34 @ Eoa’ g

(4) In the course of his commentary on the Vispu-sahasra-
nama ( s. v. visva ), Sankara writes, SHRATITRRIIF. ... a gfr-
Q9 | __{NI&W Jeg: and thus explicitly says that the
whole of the Agama-prakarana, consisting of the Mandikya and
the 29 karikas is s'rati, while he quotes, later on, the following

. three karikas :

TR Srufisfeaaua | FET SRR GAETa
quEd sume wwaed (for AR !) R e sl gemgh
T 0 gt @R ganie fad wofy Argar) aw s (e
<=f& a1gqr U from the undisputed portion of the Gk. and says
expressly that they are from Gaudapadiya (e arearfiy ). That
is to say, here too he makes it plain that the karikds in Gk. 1
and Mandikya are s'ruti while Gk. II-1V are not. )

(5) In his commentary on the sitra JI%er 3 TSIy
( Brahma-siitra 2. 1. 33), Sankara has written as follows : ey
SRIFAFAL FECHIO JqrqA: R a1 €Efy | d 9 EwE: 999
FFqH | QUOGEITHR STIENETSl JRTEGETIR a9 qoreE
ST FaOqR | STCRrAiReET | IR anT Stk e iR s -
SR, AN T (g SN TN ST |
AUFRERATZAAT | S{RgA: gqwgAA | Saikara here presumably
means by STRSHSR the harika R ENAISYHIARHEY FT €I |
(Gk. 1. 9), which shows that he regarded as s'ruti the karikas in
Gk. 1.”

Before examining these arguments, it is necessary that 1
should make a few observations about the works of Sankara.
Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum (1. 626 ff.) mentions the names
of a large number of works attributed to Sankara, including
(a) commentaries on the Brahma-sitras, the ten ‘major’ Upa-
nisads, the S'vetas'vatara Upanisad and Nrsimhatapani Upanisad :
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(b) commentaries on the Bhagavad-gita, Visnu-sahasra-nama and
Sanatsujitiya; (c) poems, like Sauundarya-lahari, Daksinamiirt:
stotra, Harim-ide-stotra and many other similar stotras ; and (d)
works on Vedinta like Viveka-cidamani, Upades’ a—sahasri, Sarva-
vedinta-siddhanta-sara-samgraha, Vakya-ortti, Yoga-taravali, Sva-
tma-niripana, and Atmabodha. So does 6, 61 f. of the S'ankara-
dig-vijaya also that is reputed to be the work of Vidyaranya.
The text of many of these works is printed in the memorial edi-
tion of Sri Sankaracarya’s works published by the Vani Vilasa
Press of Srirangam and in the volumes of the Kavyamala.

These works are not all of the same quality; some show
such profundity of thought and give expression to such sublime
ideas that only a master-mind could have conceived and written
them : others are so commonplace that almost anybody could
write them. And it hence becomes plain to the most casual
reader that many of the works attributed to Sankara are not
written by him, but are in fact written by others. Compare in
this connection the following observations made by Prof. Winter-
nitz on I11, 433 of his Geschichte der ind.  Litteratur : “His
( Sankara’s ) chief works are the commentaries on the Ubpanisads,
on the Bhagvadgita, and on the Brahma-sitras. Numerous in-
dependent works are also attributed to him.  But it is certain
that not all the commentaries and independent works that are
ascribed by tradition to Sankara, really have the great master of
Vedanta for author.” Compare also the following observations
of A. Mahideva Shastri in the preface to Vol. T of his edition of
S'ri S'ankaracarya’s Miscellaneous Works ( Bibliotheca Sanskrita,
No. 19; Mysore, 1898 ) : *“ Sri Sankardcdrya’s commentaries on
what is called the Prasthanatraya, the three-fold basis of the
Vedintic doctrine comprising the Ubpanisads, the Bhagvadgita,
and the S'ariraka-Mimamsa-Sitra, are undoubtedly the most
genuine of his productions. Besides these, there are many other
works—commentaries as well independent treatises on Vedantic
philosophy, and devotional hymns, ascribed to him...... Though
under these circumstances, there is no guarantee that all the
works that go by his name are his genuine productions. LD

Similarly, when writing of the numerous stotras that are
attributed to Sankara, Winternitz has observed (op. cit. I11, 122),
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“The great majority of them must, in all the probability, be
wrongly ascribed to him.”%. :

I, therefore, agree with the above-named two scholars'in
holding that the only works that can without question be accept-
«d as Sankara’s are his commentaries on the Prasthanatraya (i.e.,
on the Bhagavadgita, the ‘ten Major’ Upanisads, and the Brahma-
sitras)?, and that of the other works attributed to him, none should
be accepted as his unless ample proof is forthcoming to that
etfect.”

Regarding some of these works, however, there is definite
evidence to show that they are not written by Saikara. Thus the
pundits who have edited in the Anandasrama series the S'veta-
s'vataropanisad with ‘Sankara’s’ commentary have pointed out that
the style employed in this commentary is quite different from that
of the commentaries on the major Upanisads, and for this and
other reasons, definitely and justifiably concluded that it was not
written by Sankara. Similarly, Pandit Sitdrama Sastri has observ-
ed on p. 140 of his Sahasra-namavali (2nd ed., 1930, Mysore) that
the commentary on the Lalitd-nama-tris'ati that is ascribed by
tradition to Sankara, is not really written by him. Similarly, there
can be no doubt that the commentary on the Nrsimha-tapani
Ubpanisad that is ascribed® to Sankara was not written by him.
'T'his is shown by the commentaryon the passage Sitregagat ad
(corresponding to Mandiikya I,) where the author has reproduced
the words of Sankara’s commentary on the Mandiikya, including
the sentence (see p. 104 in Vol. X of the Srirangam edition of
Sankaracirya’s Works), 91 9 q&qfd qUEr Ava7 Aot %1 §f | quite

1. Sce also op. cit. III, 435, lines 12-14 and n. 4; M. Walleser’s Die
Buddhistische Philosophie, p. 36, note and Winternitz’s comment on it in op.
cit. II1. 433, n. 1.

2. Itcan be seen from the style used in these commentaries that they
were all written by the same author. At the same time, I must also observe
that the urguments used by me here will lose none of their force even if one
thinks that the commentaries on the Brahma-siitras, the Bhagavadgita, and
the Isavasya. Kena, Katha, Prasna, Mundaka, Taittiriya, Aitareya, Chando-
gya, and Brhadaranyaka upanisads and on the Mdandiikya, were, each, written
by a different author.

3. Wintcmitz, however, accepts as genuine (op. cit. II1, 435) Upadesa~
sahasri, Atmabodha, and Svatmaniripana.

4. In 6-62 of Vidyaranva’s Sasnkara-digvijaye mentioned above.
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oblivious of the fact that the Mandikya passage containing 'theec
words does not occur at all in the Nrsimha-tapani. It isnot
conceivable that the great commentator Sankara would have bet?ll
so forgetful as to refer to a passage that does not occur at all 1o
the text. This author’s explanation of IS4T: as Wﬁﬂ‘lﬁl} (. c p. 4)
and (&) % W as sast (pp. 66, 76), too, shows this pl_amly ;
for, the Vedic commentators (Sayana, Skandasv:'xmn'x, Bhaskara,
Venkatamadhava, Uvata, Mahidhara and others) .umformly and
correctly explain &% as JeF or !pﬁ’m and &t 7 Wfid as L CE
W - at;d it is not conceivable that the great commentator
Sankara was ignorant of the correct meanings of thf'Sf exPres-
sions. Similarly, there is no doubt that the Viveka»cu«%amam too
is not written by Sankara. Stanza 48 of this work,
AMIRFIGAIIReq % G swaifi:, refers unmistakably‘ (sce
Jacob’s Concordance to the Upanisads) to Kaivalyop.amsa.d 2
A% § §ET RAHES AERRATAGENEALS ; now this Upam.gad is a
late one, and the Viveka® that refers to it must be still .later.
Similarly, stanza 250 of the Viveka’ refers to jahalla_ksana ‘an_d
ajahal-laksand ; the recognition of these two Iaks‘ar_:as,d too, is
comparatively late,’ and hence their mention in Viveka’, shows
that it was written in later times. ‘
Turn we now to the above-cited arguments of Mr. ba.rma.
Regarding (1) and (2), I have already shown above that neither

1. The citations are made according to the Mysorc Oriental le\",ary
edition, in Bibliotheca Sanskrita, No. 22. ' ]

It must also be mentioned here that the Viveka cunta:na a number o
verses that are found in the Adhyatmopanisad. Verses 1-17, 19-29: 42cd::§8‘
51-54, 56-63, and 65-69 of the Uparisad are identical with verses 270-2, 279,
28-93, 301, 319, 318, 323, 326, 331, 355, 388, 390, 399, 401-5, -fOQ. 41?. f2!—28,
428-9, 440-2, 444, 4514, 462472, 483-7, and 491.2 of Viveka®. 'It is odnﬂncuh
to determine if the Upanisad has borrowed the verses from .Vwefa or the
latter from the former. It seems to me that it is the Vn'reka that haa'
borrowed and if this view is correct it would be additional evx_dencc to. shoy‘
that the Viveka® was not written by Sankara ; for the Adhy.atmogam,sad‘ is
patently a late Upanisad. It is also very probable tha}t thg) Viveka conta;rlu',
stanzas found in other late Upanisads also. If the Vwe{ta had been really
written by Sankara, it would without doubt have _beep cnt'ed by later wnteln..
The fact that it is not so cited (I have not found it cited in any work) also
shows that it was not written by Sankara but is of late date.

2. Sec Bhimicarya Jhalkikar’s Nyayakosa under t‘hcn‘ words ;. ne
mentions comparatively later writers only in this connection.
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the Viveka-ciidimani nor the commentary on the Nrisimhatdpani
Upanisad is the work of Sankara. They are both late works,

and it is not of interest to us to know what these pseudo-Sankaras -

thought about the Mandikya and the Karikas in Gk. 1.

3. The word dgama in the passage cited above, does not
mean ‘S’ruti’ as Mr. Sarma believes. It is synonymous with the
word pratijiid that is used in the passage cited immediately after,
and denotes °authoritative statement or declaration ; proposition;
ARI™Y.'  This is shown by the words TRRATZAR A@PQNRIAE:
that occur in Sankara’s commentary immediately after the
sentence 3AHATE Y and which Mr. Sarma holds (l.c. 2, 48-9) to be
interpolations. This is because Mr. Sarma has not comprehended
the import of these sentences. Sankara says in them, “It has
heen said above, * When the real truth is known, dualism dis-
appears’, on the authority of s'ruti passages like THaNgaid * The
Brahman is one only, without a second’. That is however a mere
statement without proof. ‘Therefore the second section now
tollows here in order to show that the unreality of dualism can be
understood by means of reasoning also ”’. To be sure, Sankara has
not said in his commentary on Gk. I. 18d. 31& §d @ fAq& that the
statement is based on UHNAMGAG AW and other similar s'ruti
passages: but that is the case, and he refers to it here’? Sankara’s
commentary at the beginning of Gk. II and III thus really indi-
cates that Gk.I. 18 and Mandukya 7 are not s'ruti and Mr.
Sarma’s argument is based on misapprehension.

4. As regards the commentary on the Visnu-sahasra-nama,
the style employed in it shows that it is not, the work of Sankara®

1. ‘'T'hat the word dgama has these meanings also is shown by the
St. Petersburg Lexicon, Apte, Monier-Williams, etc.

2. Mr. Sarma observes in a footnote on 2,49 1. c¢. “It is a mystery
why Sankara should have gonc all the way to the Chandogya to cite a $ruti
regarding the unreality of the Universe when he could more easily and
naturally have cited one from the Mandakya itself besides the Karika!’’
It is precisely because neither the Mandikya nor'the karikas were regarded as
sruti by Sankara that he had to cite here a sruti passage as authority for the
statement that ‘there is no dualism’.

]
3. This is shown, further, by th¢ explanations he has given of the

names also ; compare especially his explanation of the names uttara, ksama )

nyagrodha, ¢tc., and likewise his explanation of the word kasmai in the pada
Zﬁﬁaa'ﬂ[ aﬁﬂﬂﬁaﬂ on p. 11 of the above-cited edition.
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It is very dissimilar to that used in Sankara’s commentaries on
the nine major upanisads, etc., while, curiously enough, it
resembles closely that used in the commentary on the Sveta-
Svataropanisad. Perhaps it was written by the same pseudo-
Sankara as wrote the latter commentary.

The author of the Visnu-sahasra-nama-bhasyu seems to have
had somewhat elastic views as to what is meant by s'ruti; for
the editors of that book in the Mysore Oriental Library edition
have pointed out (pp. 63, 70) that this author has cited as s'ruti two
passages found in Apastamba’s Srauta-sitra and Dharma-siitra
respectively. It is not surprising therefore that he should cite
the whole of the Agama-prakarana also as s'ruti.

It will be noticed that Mr. Sarma has not identified the
stanzas Hﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬁ', etc., with those in Gk. but has merely said that
they occur ‘ in the undisputed portion of Gaudapada’s work’. This
is disingenuous ; for no such passage' is to be found in Gk. The
third of the stanzas cited is identical with Gk. IV. 61; but the
first and second are identical with no karika of Gaudapada, and
are merely similar to Gk. IIL. 31 and I. 17. Their quotation in
the Visnu® therefore shows that (1) either the author was acquain-
ted with a work of Gaudapada which was different from the Gk;
or (2) he was a very slovenly writer and did not take sufficient
care to transcribe his quotations correctly. 'The former contin-
gency is very improbable ; and we are hence led to believe that
he was a very slovenly writer. Such being the case, the views of
such a writer about the Agama-prakarana being s'ruti are not
worth serious consideration.

5. Mr. Sarma is again disingenuous when he writes (1. c., 2,
50, n. 1) that he does not know of any other s'ruti passage contain-
ing the word @pta—kama which treats of creation, and that hence
the reference in the passage cited is to Gk. 1. 9. What Sankara
says in the latter half of the passage cited is this: “It is
perhaps possible in this world to think of some small purpose

3

1. The way in which these stanzas are cited in the Visnu-schcsra-nama -
bhasya shows that these form one passage, that is, that the $lokas occur to-
gether, one after the other, in the original, and that they are not extracted
from different parts of it.
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even in connection with play (/ila); but, in connection with
the Brahman’s act of creation, it is not possible to do even that:;
for it has been declared in the s'ruti that it is aptakama (. e.,
has all desires realised) and has thus nothing left to wish for.
Nor should it be said that there is no act of creation or that it
is the act of a madman. For, the s'ruti declares that the
Brahman [has created, and that It is omniscient.”” What Sankara
is insisting upon is, that the Brahman cannot be said to have any
purpose in creating; for purpose implies the attainment of some-
thing now unrealised, and it is said in the &$rufi that Brahman
has] attained all desires. The word SITAFIM occurs in Brh. Up.
4,4, 6: ASHHE [T SATART SARTHIH 7 A OV Ierwba 5@ &7
AJR(A in connection with the atman, and it becomes plain from
Sankara’s commentary that these epithets are here applied to
Brahman also. Compare his observation @&yt f§ sgrow

AR A5 SRAARATRHCHRAAEM €N,  And hence there
is no doubt that it is this passage that Sankara had in his mind
when he wrote his commentary on Brahma Siitra 2. 1. 33.

There is not the slightest reason why Mr. Sarma should
search for a s'ruti passage dealing with creation and containing
the word sTAF™. He could, with equal propriety, search for a
s'ruti passage dealing with creation and containing the word
|4aW, and because such a passage cannot be found, declare that
Sankara is a careless writer who refers to non-existent s'ruti-
passages.

II. “Sure$vara, the immediate disciple of Sankara
writes Mr. Sarma (2, 53), “ is heart and soul in favour of treating
the disputed karikas [i. e., those in the Agama-prakarana] as
s'ruti texts, Three of his stanzas in the Brhadaranyakopanisad-
bhasya-vartika, namely, 1.4.615; 1. 4. 712! and 1. 4. 744, ex-
pressly refer to three disputed karikas as $ruti (Anandagiri too
when commenting on these stanzas faithfully identifies them with

1. ¢713’ in Mr. Sarma’s article is a misprint. There is nothing said
here, either by Suresvara or by Anandagiri, about this karika being a fruti
or even that it is a quotation from GK. As it happens however this stanza
is cited by Sureévara in his Neiskarmyasiddhi ( 1V. 41), and there he has
said dittinctly (in IV 44 ab) that it was written by Gaudapada. We may
therefore leave it out of consideration.
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the karikas of GK. 1), while he quotes four other karikas from the
undisputed portion [i. e., Gk. 11-1V] and plainly mentions Gauda-
pada’s authorship of them ™.

This statement of Mr. Sarma’s is not quite correct : one of th::
three stanzas referred to, namely, 1. 4. 712 reads as YRR
and is identical with GK. 1,11. Anandagiri’s comment on this
is as follows :3TNAA &Y AL AETASRgt wiawd Ay AAAR
-wigt |

Stanza 744 reads : AT R tusgsted e gREAEYE | AW -
W Al T R IEErEE i Anandagiri comments on it: [ A
qafi-fAT IR, but has not cited in full the s'ruti passage he has
inmind. Now, stanza 72 of Yoga-cidamani, Upanisad reads as @4 &
syeyE feq a9 aRfweE | AT A AN, ETEefteqy: 90 U while
the statement {3"%: ®@¥% is tound in the Narada-parivrajaka and
Nrsimhottaratapini Upanisads, the statement aa: gfARwaE in
the latter upanisad and in the Ramottaratapini Upanisad, and the
statement NIFEYE 9IN: in all the three U panisads named. All
these are, in the eyes of orthodox pandits s'ruti texts; and the

term STATAATER used by Sure$vara refers without doubt to one of
these texts in case it means s ruti-vacas.

I feel however very doubtful if Suresvara has used the word tn
that sense. W& is a synonym of the cognate word FMe and
Sure$vara uses it in that sense in, for instance, op. cit. 4. 4. 38
(p. 1730) : @ = IraftEr qEAIHTACEA: | (8 g aw Y-
FArad || SIFHATET means therefore ApWHAER! that is, agrasTe
which is the same as 3qFA@EFA used in the above-cited verse.
‘The meaning, therefore, of SureSvara’s verse 1. 4. 744 is, “ Vidva
is the enjoyer of the gross, Taijasa of the subtile, and Prajha of
bliss : this is the teaching of Vedinta$astra” ; and the reference
is, not to any particular Sruti text, but the teaching of the
Vedinta-$astra, which means, to Sure$vara, of the Advaita school
of Vedanta. Compare in this connection the words agrgMET and

1. Adgama-sastra is,as I have shown in my above mentioned article
{p. 190). the name of Gaudapiada’s work ; and though it is very probable
that Suresvara had I. 3 of this work in his mind when he wrote the above
stanza, it is not likely that the word dgama-sasana used by him refers to the
name of this work.
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MAMEA that occur in the following passages : S'atydyaniyopanisad
10 :

fazeg Jond foy famoi giearaas)
faatol gagamntafa agrgaEas o ibid. 29.
qriarcyd g g @ @ a1 fasla
areg=gd faarfafa Iy@aEaA N ibid. 32.
geaafafa 4t sarsvseaamEmEiT |
arfean: fragsa gla IrgeEasy il ibid. 37.
aeq ¥F qu whwdar 37 aur @@
& aafaay yaigfa agrgmaag n
and Naradaparivrajakopanisad (p. 550) :
F 7 iy @@ @ THRA FIAEH |
& aia gamifa araa ylagaag o '
Compare also the word 3@W&A used by Suresvara in op. cit
5. 1. 81 (p. 1961): TRYAIIARAM™ = PRAWEIR. The reference
here is to Brh. Up. 4. 4. 20: TRIATIALSE and this stanza makes

it plain that in such statements Sure$vara is not quoting the
exact words of the sruti, but is referring to their purport.

Thisisthe caseinl. 4. 615 also (ETRPZTIAATAI ATHCARTIEIT
SIEEIFANEISIY A5r=atenl @@ 1) which has been referred to by
Mr. Sarma. The expression 3%r-diwh( ffAfi@: means, = * is taught
definitely in the Vedanta-$astra’, and refers to the teaching con
veyed by the words €WiAzl.. fAZar; it does not mean “The diffe-
rence in locality too is taught definitely in the s'ruti, @W...fzq1.’
The reference of course is to the teaching contained in GK. L
11, and Brh. Up. 4. 3 see Sankara’s commentary on the latter.

Regarding the expression JzEAml  faff@Aa:, compare the
following passages ; GK. II. 12.

FTAARAACATTARAT 39: €@AWEAT | & €9 JAq agriafa
AgEafaEm®: | Ksurikopanisad 10. 81 TRRIBIAE &G - WEq |
et goed azqeay GMa | Jabaladars anopanisad, 10, 8% & W

1. ‘This is a particularly interesting instance ; if, like Mr. Sarma, one
were to interpret the word sruti-fdsamam a» ‘these are the words of the
sruti ’, one would then have to canclude that this stanza and the Bhagavad -
gita as a whole in which it occurs, are sruti.

P.0.2
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LW A arafgfaar @t aw= qe AT S AFFTFIAET: | The terms

ageafaxa:, ageAy A, qzrAFAIRE: SEHA and a-nan:ft ‘
, i i (3 ht in the
fafmfa3: i signify the same thing, namely, * It is taug |
Vedinta Sistra.’ . i
iri ts on this stanza as
Anandagiri, on the other band c::mmen : ar
follows : EAIAR '@%' qamomid aala. . sEaga ag:tfﬁ-mnﬁi q }Stlicclg )
not believe that his explanation is correct and that the en:nsa > |
€39 {4240 has been cited as $ruti by Surefvara ; see thf PT; fhe |
cited above. [n any case, even Anandagiri has not said that :
passage cited is from the Agama-prakarana. '

(To be continued)

ASI-HISTORICAL
SOME HISTORICAL AND QEJ C
INCIDENTS IN KAUTALYA’S ARTHASASTRA

( B. A. Saletore )

, |

In his chapter on * The Shaking oi? of tl.le Aggregallte oflu:;:; !

Six Enemies ” in Book 1 concerning Dlsc.lplme, Kaug:‘\'yada e
to certain historical events which havitnll now rerfmm;: l:,e,se

plained. He affirms the following :— Whosocver 18 h? re orse !
éharacter, whoever has not his organs of sense under : 1:(:,nnded'
will soon perish, though possessed of the”whole eart ‘:)Bhoja
by the four quarters.” *“ For examph.:, he cont'm.ues, Bho t,
nown also by the name Dﬁr,\d:;lk{ia, 1makmg‘t::;l l;?:n{:io[:x;d:m a:d

maiden, perished along w1 ‘

:;:ticilr:}}fr\;g?ﬁpi, in his -‘itempt under the influence of overjoy

to attack Agastya.” o

The object of this paper is to give Fhe above historical t::::,;
dents alluded to by Kautalya, reserving for a latée:r tre'::\éa_lmda
others mentioned by him. Mahamahopadhyaya Arth a]stra\éx s
Dr. R. Shama Sastry commented on th(f first example shot
thus :—"No Purdna mentions the particular historical mc; et
in connection with some of the kings.”* But the source ¢

. 1. 'Kautalya, Arthasastra, Bk. L. Ch. VI, pp. 10-11 (3attiy’s ed. 1929).
2. Ibid, p.11,n. L . . v
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first allusion is the Ramayana where in the Uttarakinda the
whole story of the fate that befell Dandakya is given. '

On Rama enquiring of Kumbhayoni (Agastya) why the dense
forest in which the king Sveta had formerly performed severe
penances, was divested of birds and animals, Agastya relates the
following story—That in the golden age there lived king Manu,
who, a'ter installing the irrepressible lksviku on the throne, and
after advising him on the method of meting out punishment
(da; da) only to the deserving, repaired to the region of Brahmi.
Iksvaku had a hundred sons of whom the youngest became stupid,
ignorant and disrespectful to his elders. Thereupon Iksviku,
as a sort  f punishment, named him Danda and allstted to him
the region between the Vindhya and Saivala. This beautiful
region Danda governed well with the aid of his preceptor USanas,
called also the Kavi Sukra, and renowned for his intelligence
and wealth. Sukra was a most famous member of the Bhirgava
family. The capital of Danda was named Madhumanta.

For many years Danda ruled wisely ; but one day he chanced
to come to the hermitage cf his preceptor Sukra, just when the
beautiful daughter of the latter was walking in the forest near
by.' Filled with lust Danda asked her whose daughter she was;
and she rejlied that she was the daughter of his preceptor and
that her name was Araja. She warned him not to lay his hands
on her, not only because she was a maid under the guardian-
ship of her father but also because her father was Danda’s own
preceptor. She advised Danda that, in case he desired to win
her he might ask the permission of her futher which would easily
be given. If, however, Danda forcibly seized her, he would be
reduced to ashes by her irascible father. But maddened as
Danda was by desire, he forcibly ravished her and speedily
returned to his capital. Araja cried out loudly in the forest at
no dictance from the hermitage, and waited for her father who
was away un a visit to the celestials.

When Sukra returned to his hermitage, one of his disciples
related to him all that had transpired during his absence. USanas
burned with rage on beholding his daughter in that wretched
Turning to his disciples he said that that day they

plight.

— i o L
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Editorial

We have great pleasure in publishing below Sir Jadunath
Sarkar’s letter to Dr. N. G. Sardesai in which the learned Savant
has very kindly helped us in identifying ¥%1:9T. We regret to state
that on account of some unavoidable circumstances, no enquiry
could be made about the author’s gotra, but we are trying our
utmost to come into touch with certain people at Tejpura and
shall publish the results in our next issue :—

Darjiling, 20 May 1936.

Dear Dr. Sardesai,

Received your Poona Orientalist, first number. Page

26 of it, Tejpura is a small State in Katosan subdivision

of the Mahikantha District, 23° 28 N. 72°. 16 E, (Please

consult Campbell’s Bombay Gazetteer, Mahikantha

volume for details.)* From the fact that the MS was
written in the Nemi-nath temple and the minute infor-
mation given about the author’s gotra &ec., you can easily

find out by a local inquiry whether the family is there still.

T'was at first tempted to identify Tejpur with Surya-
pur or Suryanagar, i.e., Surat, because ¥9: also means the
Sun and the Moon (see Shakuntala Asiiggey NIGTAATY
&c.), but in 1561 Surat was not in Akbar’s possession.
With best regards,

Yours sincerely,

Sd. Jadunath Sarkar.

*¢“Tejpura, in Katosan, has three villages, with a population of 1241
souls, and a yearly revenue of about £500 (Rs. 5000). Neijther following
primogeniture nor holding a patent of adoption, the present chiefs, Jethaji
and Himtaji, Makvéna Kolis by caste, ranking in the seventh class, pay the
Gaikwar a  yearly tribute, ghdsdina, of £31 (Rs. 310),” Bombay
Gazetteer, Vol. V., p. 428.—Editor.




ARE THE GAUDAPADA-KARIKAS SRUTI?#
( A. Venkatasubbiah )

We thus find that Sureévara has not said (or suggested) any-
where that any karikd in the Agamaprakarana is Sruti ; what he
has said is, that it is definitely taught in the Vedinta that
‘Viéva is the enjoyer of the subtile’ etc. ; and that ‘both Viéva and
Taijasa have svapna and nidra’, etc. This statement certainly
does not mean that the words A4y @ ©E9E etc., are found in

sruti texts.

For the rest, it is true that, as Mr. Sarma writes (3, 52), there
is a pronounced difference between the Agamaprakarana and the
following three. The former contains (as already observed on
p- 182 of my above-mentioned article ), propositions without any
reasoning : the latter three contain the reasoned arguments
which are used to demonstrate the falseness of dvaita and the
reality of advaita. The propositions of the former have not been
given out for the first time by Gaudapada: they are part of the
teachings of the Upanisads ( see in this connection Brh. Up. 2. 1
and 4. 3; and Praéna IV and Sankara’s commentary thereon ), and
can therefore only be described as ‘the teachings of Vedinta-
§astra’; the arguments found in the latter, on the other hand, are,
so far as we know, first employed by Gaudapada, and can only be
described as ‘ the arguments of Gaudapada’. This explains why
Sureévara has made explicit mention of Gaudapada when he refers
to the statements contained in GK. I1I-IV, and why, on the other
hand, he mentions as ‘ the teachings of the Vedanta$astra’ the
teachings contained in the Agamaprakarana. He could of course
have said, even in connection with the latter, that they were ‘the
teachings of Gaudapida’; but he has not done so, presumably,
because a ‘teaching of the Vedanta$astra’ is, as such, more
authoritative than a ‘teaching of Gaudapada’.

III. * Besides the passages referred to above in his commen-
tary on Sure$vara’s work ”, writes Mr. Sarma (3,54; 2, 44),
“ Anandagiri refers to the hemistich SAIRAEAT GAl Qi
g9eqd [= GK. 1. 16 ab] as $ruti in his commentary on Sure-

1. Continued from Vol. I, p. 18.
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évara’s Sambandhavartika (st. 182 ; p. 58) where he writes ‘ 3R~
AT GE g% A 9N, 9F ged S farmdi swEi, (e
gt wreta’, WY adlgaa, ‘A g s Rea, A e
7 |er’, A fAegrAge: Y, aEa e 80, R gegiita

It is clear that the first passage cited ( namely, anadi-
mayaya...) from its very place at the head of the quotation, must
be a Sruti text since otherwise it would be little short of an
unpardonable sacrilege to relegate srutis to a secondary place and
give the first place of honour toaKarika of Gaudapada. Anandagiri,
surely would not be guilty of such sacrilege. (b) In his sub-
commentary on the Mandikya, too, he has written iR qIgrIdey
FAgOEEA: SR AT ERTNIAN SRErarimoiiar
=qIfa&q1Y: and thus made a distinction between the karikas in
the first prakarana and those in the other three. The former he
attributes to the grace of Narayana, Madhva attributes them to
Brahma ; and anyhow all are agreed that these karikas were not
written by Gaudapada.”

In the passage cited above from Anandagiri’s commentary on
the Sambandhavartika, it will be seen that he has cited Bhagavad-
gita 13, 19 immediately after GK. 1. 16 and Manu 1.5 before
S'vetas. 4. 10. That is to say, he has no thoughts of the superiori-
ty of sruti over smrti but has cited passages from both just as
they came into his mind. If however one prefers to follow Mr.
Sarma in his reasoning, one will have to declare the Bhagavad-
gita too to be $ruti; for the observations of Mr. Sarma apply with
equal force to the Bhagavad-gita also.

As for the above-cited passage from Anandagiri’s sub-com.-
mentary on the Mandakya, it must be admitted that it is some-
what obscure, and not very intelligible. But, if, instead of
making conjectures, Mr. Sarma had read that work right to the
end, he would have found out that Anandagiri has plainly indi-
cated more than once that the karikas in the Agamaprakarana are
not sruti. ‘Thus, for instance, before explaining st. 1, he writes,

sTERREFNAAT IREl A ISTARARAARCHIYIRATAN ; and in
explaining st. 10 and 19, he writes A g gRs afgaTo.
wm *SFATARER and IIXAT ANOT T WA GRFE T an
HQURTTOEIr AT AFFAArEQ and thus draws a distinction

between the $ruti and slokas that explain it. In explainingst. 24,

s e e e el o= i
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he writes A1 FARIAGW FYIIFAR: 2H1: qo0@r:  and  thus
says explicitly that the $lokas explanatory of the Sruti, i.e., the
karikas of the Agamaprakarana, have been written by the dcarya.
Similarly, he writes in his explanation of the stanza NWENIEIT
etc., at the end, THYEANHAGEY YREFIAET AUFTET sqARAATT, and
says that the Agama-sastra (i.e. the work commented on by
Sankara and consisting of what is known as Mandikya and Gauda-
pada-karikas ) was written by the @carya. Thus these passages
make it plain beyond doubt that Anandagiri held that the karikas
in the Agamaprakarana too were written by the dcarya.

For the rest, it is shown by the sentences srargy & IU
WRFCHW AWRAWMAET qaget wWwEraaiteg a9 gggaega | aar
WEEAgEEaey @ai ML found in Anandagiri’s commentary on
GK. IV. 1 that what the SI19I§ ( i. e., Gaudapada ) received from
Narayana was not the karikas, but the vidya, that is, Brahma-
vidya. After thus receiving the vidya and becoming proficient in
it, he composed the work Agamasastra which contains the essence
of the teaching of the Upanisads in order to help suffering
mankind. Compare the stanza qNISW@AS. .. referred to above.

IV. “ Many of the karikas contained in the Agamapraka-
rana ”’, writes Mr. Sarma (/. c¢. 2, 37 ff. ), “ inculcate doctrines
opposed to those of the Advaitins, and cannot therefore have been
written by Gaudapada, who is, above all, a pucca advaitin. Kari-
kas 17, 18, for instance, are extremely fatal to Advaitic dogmas;
for they really serve to establish, as pointed out by Vadirija
Svamin ( Yuktimallika, p. 435) and the author of the Naropantiya,
the reality of the world. Similarly, the advaitic view that the crea-
tion, is an illusion and a myth, EAAYrEEN g&:, is one of those that
are criticised and declared to be unsatisfactory in karikas 7-9.
The advaitin teacher Gaudapada cannot, obviously, be the author
of these karikds which thus refute his own views. ( b) The word
viniscitah too used in karika 8 ( oW oW: FRR@ I8 ARG )
shows that it is the considered opinion of the author of the
karikas that srsti is real and has its origin in the iccha (will) of
the Lord. According to the advaitic interpretation, however, it
is pointless. Why should Gaudapada use such a term of eulogy
in connection with a piirvapaksa? The employment of this term
too therefore shows that these karikas (1-29) are not written by
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Gaudapada. (c) This is likewise shown, further, by the fact that
the first twenty-nine karikas are thrust between the sentences of
the Upanisad. Gaudapada was, after all, a commentator, and no
commentator, however eminent, would allow his commentary to
thrust itself in between the passages of the original and thus
jeopardize its sanctity as a piece of revelation. (d) The words
SIAA *2H[ WAFA also that introduce the karikas in the Agamapra-
karana show that they have not been written by Gaudapada. The
most natural interpretation of these words is to regard them as
forming part of the Upanisad itself ; compare the similar expres-
sions— BT *A%:, ARY *SIHI VAR, ARA *SIH[ HTq: ARAFTANTW, agew
QUM etc., that introduce 5lokas (i. e. mantras) in the Prasna
(1,10;3,11;4,10;5,5; 6,5), Brhad. (4.2.3;6.3.11;6. 4.
8), Mundaka (3. 2. 9), and Aitareya (2. 4. 4) Upanisads. Even if
we regard them as the words of Gaudapada, it would follow that
he is citing slokas that were already current in his time and that
must therefore have been written by some one else earlier; and
thus, in any case, Madhva’s attitude towards the karikas is found
to be justified.”

Regarding (a), it must be observed that Mr. Sarma is a follower
of Madhva and naturally gives preference to the interpretations
of Madhva and his school. To an unbiassed reader, however, it is
the interpretation of Madhva (of the Karikas in GK. 1) that
appears to be forced and unnatural, and that of Sankara that
seems to be natural ; compare in this connection the commentary
of Kiranardyana and note how closely his explanation of
karikas 17, 18 and 7.9 (and in fact, of the Agamaprakarana as a
whole ) resembles that of Sankara. As a matter of fact, even
Madhva’s explanation® of karika 18 is essentially the same as
that of Sankara; and it can be seen that there is nothing in it
that is ‘fatal to advaitic dogmas’.

Mr. Sarma is mistaken in thinking that the proposition
|fe: ATEET represents the view of Advaitins. It does not ; the

1. faFedl ReEeuTie: FATEENOET g )
Fieadi fafeaqd JRATFIRET: h
T U At a1e] 914 &4 9 999 |
fAada qaISTT dd AF-IHAET |
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6 A. VENKATASUBBIAH

teaching of advaita:is gt%: 4Q1 (or AQE@IEA ).  The proposition
E&: qIrEEAr would make out that srsti is real, and is therefore

rightly included among unsatisfactory teachings in GK. I. 7-9.
Regarding (b), Mr. Sarma and Jayatirtha! are mistaken in

thinking that the word viniscitah cannot be used in connection
w1\th a pirvapaksa and that its use in karika 8 shows that: §=oTHE
a¥r: 8fe: is the considered view (or siddhanta) of the author

of the Karikas. Compare in this connection stanzas 4. 4. 561
ff. in Sureévara’s Brhadaranyakopanisad-bhasya-vartika (p. 1812 1.)
Higari g sfamafaaiagamar |
ga=tfa fafaa(on seqafca gqurf= w ags
o aanfaags fafa falzfafaan )
g SAFIA S EATZE AT 1 4§
{ags aq ot a@ afgsadT ALaaH |
Fgaa=a efid Hfaggidataa: 1 usz
A9 FifEd MEgSNEGAGEAN |
JUr ®F qav JAr wefzealq Fegar 1 wge
ATATTZETAITITHANHIE |
FAqEAEAEEAt fwan 1 g
CHEATHET QFEATE (AT |
FAERIEE T FII: FIA FAT 11 1§ §
AEg@REgAdifa aanmigiag: |
FAsEROFEsCERgGEG: T QU uge Nl
and note the use of the word viniscitah in st. 562 in connection
with a piirvapaksa.

With regard to (c), Mr. Sarma’s description that ‘the karikas
thrust themselves in between the sentences of the original’ is not
quite correct. The Mandukya consists, as observed by Mr. Sarma
himself (1. ¢, 3,47; n. 2), of four khandas or sections; and the
karikas, introduced by the words 313q @i%( ¥q1~4 are added at the
end only of each of these sections and nowhere else. As pointed
out by me in my afore-mentioned article in the Ind. Antiquary,
(p- 189. n. 22), one can see asimilar addition of $lokas at the end of

1. In connection with this author, see Review of Philosophy .an;i
Religion, 2, 40 ; n. 4.
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the chapters in Vatsydyana’s Kamasitra, Kautilya’s ArthaSastra

and the Carakasamhita. The Mandakya is, as 1 have shown in
loc. cit., written by Gaudapada; and he has, like the authors of
the above-named works, added slokas at the end of each section
of this work.

(d) 1 agree with Mr. Sarma that the words TR 2l Waa
must be regarded as forming part of the Mandiikya and that they
are not newly added by a later commentator. As observed by
Mr. Sarma (L c. 2, 43), “it is ludicrous to believe that Gauda-
pida began his treatise in the most abrupt manner possible
without any benedictory verse and plunged into the subject with
a mere-"so it is’ .}

V. Inl c.2,43, Mr. Sarma lays stress on the fact that
Sankara has not mentioned the name of Gaudapada anywhere
in his commentary on the Agamasastra, and regards it as additional
evidence pointing to the conclusion that the first twentynine
karikas were not written by Gaudapada. This is a very strange
argument; why should we deprive Gaudpada of the honour of
having written the GK because Sankara has not chosen to men-
tion it ? Again, this argument applies with equal force to the
barikas in the later three prakaranas also, and according to
Mr. Sarma, these too should be judged to be not the work of
Gaudapada.

As a matter of fact, Sankara hasindicated that the ggamaédstra
was written by Gaudapada ; see p. 184 in Ind. Ant. Vol. LXIL
Only, according to the sampradaya prevalent in India he does not
mention him by name but refers to him as acarya. It may here

1. But Mr. Sarma’s reasoning contained in his observation (2, 44;
n. 1), ““it appears to me that Gaudapada’s beginning his treatise without
the usual benediction is highly unaccountable and tends to argue forcibly
against his authorship of the first twentynine Karikds”’, seems to me to be
most strange. Because there is no benedictory verse, why should the
karikas in the first prakarana alone be believed to be not the work of Gauda-
pada, and not those in the two following prakaranas also? It is only the
fourth prakarana that has a benedictory verse in the beginning and that can,
according to Mr. Sarma’s reasoning, be pronounced to be the work of
Gaudapada. .

As a matter of fact however Mr. Sarma is mistaken in believing that
there is no mangala in the beginning of Gaudapada’s work ; see pp. 182-183
in my afore-mentioned article in the I nd. Ant.
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be noted that, similarly, Anandagiri too has nowhere in his sub-

commentaries on Sankara’s commentaries mentioned Sainkara by
name.

VI. Mr. Sarma observes on L c. 2,42, that though Vyisa-
tirtha in his Nyayamrta has referred to some karikas in GK. I by
the name of $ruti, Madhusidana Sarasvati in his criticism of that
work (i. e. in his Advaitasiddhi ) has passed by this matter and
said nothing to show that he did not subscribe to this opinion ;

and Mr. Sarma has therefore arrived at the conclusion that
Madhusidana Sarasvati acquiesced in this opinion of Vyasatirtha.

This conclusion is illegitimate. The works written by
dvaitin writers are, in the eyes of advaitins, as full of errors and
mistakes as a sieve is of holes.! Hence an advaitin who wants to
refute the opinion expressed in a dvaitin work must be content to
pick out some opinions only for refutation and overlook the rest ;
for he cannot, even if he be most industrious, hope to refute in
detail all the errors and mistakes that he sees in it.

As regards the particular opinion in question, it would have
been a waste of words over a mere matter of nomenclature if
Madhusiidana had said anything about it. For, GK. being a
work of acknowledged authority among advaitins, the teachings
contained in the karikas command the respect of Madhusidana
even without being $ruti. And that is why he has not troubled
to refute Vyasatirtha’s opinion that the karikas are ruti.

This explains why the other advaitin writers mentioned by
Mr. Sarma in 1 c. 3, 45, namely Appayya Diksita, Gauda-
Brahmananda and others, have not troubled to refute the opinion
of Madhva and his followers that the karikas in GK 1 are $rufi.
And hence, it is illegitimate in their case too to conclude that
they acquiesced in this opinijon.

VII. “Vijiana Bhiksu in his Sankhya-pravacana-bhasya
writes Mr. Sarma further in 1L c. 2,44 ff., “ cites two verses
that are found in GK. II-IV. One of these verses is

TURRTT TR ARG |
q 9 @9 9959+a F S gEniy: |
1. This observation holds good of all writers, of whatever school,

that want to refute the opinions expressed in books written by proponents
of other schools.
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the source of which is mentioned by Bhiksu as the Visnu-purdna ;
the other is
T AT A [NeNT/A B A | @aE: |
7 gEgA T g TN a0

The first of these verses is found in a slightly different form
(QFRITZIRRY TERRIEAER | 7 65 @ngsge agssan: e i)
in GK. (IIL. 5); and since the Vispu-purdna is admittedly anterior
to Gaudapada, it becomes apparent that Gauda® has plagiarised
a bit here, not without an effort to conceal the same. As regarc‘is
the second verse, Bhiksu is quite positive that it is a Sruli;
and here too it becomes apparent that Gauda® has simply pas.sed
off this sruti as his own karika. Since thus two of the karikis
in sections II-IV which are everywhere regarded as the w?rk
of Gauda’, turn out to be plagiarisms, a serious and g'enuu.le
suspicion may rightly be entertained regarding the karikas in
GK. I also. Madhva’s ascription of them to the original Upa-
nisad is thus a legitimate conjecture. Gauda’ must .have pur-
posely drawn his materials bodily, from various authentic sources
while composing his karikas. And he might not have s.c.rUPled
to use the twenty-nine karikds preserved by current tradition as
nucleus to his treatise and might have proceeded, in his zeal, to
incorporate them into the body of his work to such an extent
that modern advaitic tradition has entirely missed the real
character of these verses and imagined them to be the original
productions of Gaudapada.”

The views expressed here by Mr. Sarma are, it will be
noticed, inconsistent with those which have been reproduced
above. Mr. Sarma has said there (1) that it is difficult to
believe that Gauda® began his work without a benedi&tory verse
and in an abrupt manner with the words STAA AT WAt or that
he could be the author of stanzas whose teachings are opposed to
his own ; and. (2) that Madhva knew of an ancient tradition
which identified karikas 1-29 as part of the original Upanisad.
Here, on the other hand, he says (1) that Gauda’ himself has
cleverly incorporated borrowed passages in his work so as to
produce the impression that karikas 1-29 were his own, and
(2) that Madhva’s ascription of them to the Upanisad is but a
conjecture.
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The grounds too on which Mr. Sarma convicts Gauda®’ of
having plagiarised are of the flimsiest, consisting as they do of
unverified statements of Vijidna Bhiksu who lived abmft one
thousand years later than Gaudapada. Mr. Sarma is inot
apparently acquainted with the collection known as One-hundred-
and-eight Upanisads. 1f he had been, he would have known that
the stanza & fATI4l @ |Aeq[@: ... occurs in no less than four of
them, namely, in Amrtabindipanisad (v. 10), Tripuratapini Ubpa-
nisad (v.10), Avadhatopanisad (v.8), and Atmopanisad (v. 81).
Tflese are all, to be sure late Ubpanisads ; but they are neverthe-
less §ruti in the eyes of Indian writers and are referred to as such
by them. It is these four Ubpanisads (or, one or more of them)
that Bhiksu had in mind, and not GK. II, 31 when he cited the
stanza 9 ﬁﬁ‘fl 9 Seqf: as sruti 3 and far from Gaudapada having
plagiarised from an ancient (and now lost) Sruti text, it is the
above-named Upanisads that have really borrowed from Gauda-
pida. Compare in this connection p. 51 in Vol. 29 (April 1932)
of Theosophy in India where Dr. Atreya has pointed out numer-
ous instances of later Upanisads borrowing from tlle' VE..si.stha-
ramayana ; see also Avadhitopanisad 7 QAT ISdiay 9493, ...
which is undoubtedly borrowed from the Bhagavad-gita.

As for the stanza JUFeHT T2IHIA 1 Mr. Sarma merely quotes
Vijfiana Bhiksu’s observation that it is from the Visnu-puréna, but
has not attempted to verify this statement.

Again, it is not certain that the Visnu-purana is anterior to
Gaudapida ; and even if it is, there is no doubt that many of the
stanzas now found in it are not original but have been added
later. The stanza quFfend g2Fa, if it really does occur in it,
must, without doubt, be one of these later additions.

It does not at all follow therefore from what Mr. Sarma has
said, that Gaudapada is a plagiarist ; and even if one grants that
he is one, it does not follow that the karikas in GK. I are not
written by Gaudapada but borrowed by him. Further, even
granting that these karikas too are borrowed, one shf)uld not lose
sight of the fact that it is Gaudapada who has compiled the work

1. According to the Visnusahasranama-bhasya (p- 16) referred to abov'le
of pseudo-Sankara, this stanza (with adifferent reading in pddas cd ) is
from the Visnudharma.
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known as the Zgama-éﬁstra, and that it is this work of Gaudapada
which has been commented on by Madhva, Sankara and others.
The question therefore whether these stanzas were borrowed by
Gaudapada or written by him is not relevant at all in this connec-
tion. For, these commentators having set forth with the purpose
of explaining the work of Gaudapada, all the contents of the work
are, in the absence of express mention to the contrary, to be
attributed by them to Gaudapada and to none else.

VIII. The foregoing examination of the arguments urged by
Mr, Sarma thus shows that Sankara, Sure§vara, Anandagiri and
the other advaitin writers named by him do not, as averred by
him, share the view that the Karikas in GK. I are $ruti. But it is
indisputable that this is the opinion of Madhva and his followers,
and of Kuranarayana also.

The Mandikya itself is, as shown by me in the aforemen-
tioned article in the Indian Antiquary, not Sruti, but part of the
Agamasiastra which was written by Gaudapada, and which consists
of what we now know as the Mandiikya and the GK. The origin
of this work however was forgotten by many, and as early as
750 A.D. the work came to be regarded as an Upanisad as attested
by the Buddhist writer Santiraksita who refers to the Agama-
Sastra as S99=BIA. The opinion of Anandagiri and other advaitin
writers that the Mandukya is an Upanisad, is but an echo of this
belief ; and so is the belief of Madhva and the ‘ Veda-knowers’
referred to by Narayanasramin (see Ind. Ant. LXII, 188) that the
Agama-prakarana, consisting of the Mandikya and twenty-nine
karikas, is Sruti. Unlike the advaitin writers, however, Madhva
has endeavoured to buttress his opinion with the help of passages
which he has really fabricated, but which he has ascribed to the
Padma, Garuda, Brhat-samhita and other known works, and to
Samkalpa, Pratyahara, Pratyaya, Brahmatarka, and other similar
mythical works ; see Ind. Ant. LXII, 189 f.

For the rest, it becomes plain that Mr. Sarma has failed in
his attempt to show that the karikas in the Agamaprakarana, on
which Madhva has commented, were not written by Gaudapada;
as a matter of fact, not only these karikas, but the Mandikya also
(on which too Madhva has commented) is the work of Gaudapada;
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and we have before us the interesting spectacle of the founder of
the dvaita school commenting! on a fundamental advaitic work
written by a prominent advaitin, and trying to force dvaita mean-
ings into it.

* * * *

Since the above lines were written, I have read the third
article written by Mr. Sarma, entitled “Still Further I_:ight
on the Gaudapada-karikds” that appeared in the last issue
(September 1933) of the Review of Philosophy and Rel_zgzon.
The passages cited by him there from the works of .Madhusudana
Sarasvati, ‘Appayya Diksita, Vidyaranya, Advaltﬁnanda,‘ and
Krsnananda Sarasvati make it clear that these prominent
advaitin writers held the view that the karikas in the Agama-
prakarana were Sruti. Whether these writers have, elsewhere
in their works, given expression to a contrary view, or acknon-
ledged as $rati the karikas in the other three prakaranas also is
a matter which Mr. Sarma has not touched upon. The passages
cited by him however show that these writers too belong to the
same class as Madhva.

For the rest, these writers are all later than Madhva, and
their opinions do not therefore in the least affect the concluspn
arrived at by me in the afore-mentioned article in the Indian
Antiquary.

1. This commentary, it may be noted, serves as an index to point out
to what extent Madhva represents or misrepresents the idess which the
authors of the works commented on by him had in mind.

ROYAL PATRONAGE AND SANSKRIT POETICS
( Baladeva Upadhyiva )

The aim of this paper is to describe and to estimate the
influence exerted by royal patrons upon the composition of
certain well-known works on Sanskrit poetics. From an early
date Sanskrit Almkarikas, especially those who hailed from
Kashmir, were patronised by kings most of whom were renowned
far and wide for their genuine love of Sanskrit learning and some
of whom were themselves devout votaries in the temple of divine
Sarada. But the influence of these royal patrons was only
indirectly felt upon the Alamkara works composed by these writers.
But at the commencement of the fourteenth century there came
to be composed works under the direct and benevolent guidance
of certain kings, which mark a new departure from the old
established traditions of our Sahitya Sastra. In works on Alarhkara
written after this century, writers, though few, were ready to
utilise this new type of composition in their works and have given
us some fine specimens of such writings. The striking feature of
such works is the glorification of royal patrons. All the illustra-
tive verses contained therein are sparkling panegyrics where
the writers have elaborately described some valorous deeds, noble
charities and superlative merits of their royal masters. Some
critics may be inclined to lay the charge of abject sycophancy at
the door of such well-meaning writers but a sympathetic study of
their writings is enough to show that such charges, if any, are only
apparent, not real. The influence of such meritorious masters
was on the whole healthy and consequently in these works we
have got some very good manuals where the subject matter has
been ably treated, thoroughly analysed and lucidly explained.

Vidyidhara

The foremost work of this new type is the wF@E#t of RAmrac
about whom little is known either from internal or external:sources.
He appears to be a great devotee of Siva as is well attested by
the benedictory verse and by his holding the title of AT NT

mentioned in the colophon of each chapter of his work. Besides

. this, we know nothing about his personal life. But his date can be

13
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distinguishes between the commentator ( of works of Kalidasa )
Yallabhadcva and the author of the anthology. One Vallabhadeva
is also quoted in the S'arngadhara-Paddhati, and in the
Subhasitavali itself many verses are ascribed to one Vallabhadeva.
‘{-laraprasada S'astri, describing a MS. of Subha$itavali,' says:
It seems to have been an older collection on which Subhasitavali
as published by Peterson in Bombay is based.”

All these questions need further investigation. A new
critical edition of the S'arngadhara.Paddhati, based on all
available MSS., and increased by a second volume containing the
critical apparatus, and the ‘‘Introuductory Sketch of the
Literature embraced in it,” once promised by P. Peferson, is a
great desideratum. This “Introductory Sketch” would have to
grapple with all the problems connected with the two anthologies

which are amongst the most important for the history of Sanskrit
Literature.

1. Catalogue of Sanskr. MSS. in the ‘Asiatic Society of Bengal, VII,
No. 5437.
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THE UPANISADIC THEORY OF THE GAUDAPADA
KARIKAS - A REJOINDER

( B. N. Krishnamurti Sarma )

This subject has been dealt with by me in the course of
three articles contributed to the Review of Philosophy and Religion
Poona.! I showed in them that (1) writers of the Advaita and the
ViSistadvaita schools of Vedanta, both before and after Madhva—
have, in their works, quoted certain karikas: occurring within the
first or Agama Prakarana of Gaudapada as S'ruti and treated them
as part of the Mandikya Upanisad; (2) and that therefore, the charge
against Madhva of having mistaken these karikas of Gaudapada for
S'ruti, misread them as part of the Mandiakya Upanisad and so
brought into existence * the Upanisadic Theory of the Karikas’, has
to be summarily rejected.

I expected an outburst of protest against my defence of
Madhva from Advaitic quarters and was not surprised when Mr.
Y. Subrahmanya Sarma of Bangalore published a criticism of my
views in Vol. IV No. 2 of the Review of Philosophy and Religion
which has since been followed by that of Dr. A. Venkatasubbiah
in the inaugural number of this journal. Both the critics claim to
speak from an historical point of view and vie with each other in
trying to separate the genuine from the spurious works of Sarnkara
In view of much that is common between the two, I have thought it
fit to reply to them one after the other, in this same journal. I
shall first of all, deal with Mr. Subrahmanya Sarma’s rejoinder.

I

1 am greatly relieved to find that Mr. Sarma has consider-
ably lessened my labors by his frank and fearless admission that I
have ‘‘ incontestably shown that Post-Madhva writers, Advai-
tins as well as Vi$istadvaitins included, have acquiesced in and
even adopted the Upanisadic theory.” (p. 196). Even for this I
sincerely thank Mr. Sarma; for, not many among his fraternity
would, T know, be disposed to avow as much. I am sure the fol-
lowers of Madhva will be grateful to him, for his plain speaking.

1. Vol. II no.1; Vol. IIT no. 1; and Vol. IV no. 2,
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Mr. Subrahmanya Sarma’s only difficulty then, lies with the
Pre-Madhva Period. He feels that “there is no evidence that the
Upanisadic theory was in existence before Madhva or that it was
consciously believed in and taught by any writer definitely known
to have preceded that Acdrya;” and that “ whenever there seems
to be indubitable testimony”’ in my favour, “its date or genuineness
is not found to have passed the controversial stage’’ and that
whenever ‘I appeal to sources admittedly earlier than Madhva,
the evidence is either vague and insufficient or else, decidedly
against” me. (p. 205)

I shall therefore re-examine the Pre-Madhva evidences
urged by me, in the light of Mr. Sarma’s comments.

Remarking that “intrinsically Sarkara’s bhasya on the Karikas
themselves must claim precedence over all other works ascribed
to him’,” Mr. Sarma quotes the opening lines from that bhasya:—
IRRANMETHUEIAT TFOagey shifedaraarregd i and obser-
ves “here is positive evidence to show that Samkara considers the
whole work of four chapters only, as a set of Prakaranas and in no
way as S'ruti (P. 198). Unless it be Mr. Sarma’s meaning that the
AFIA of Gaudapada’s work would be lost or imperilled Ty the
intrusion of any foreign matter— i. e. of the 29 karikas if admit-
ted as S'rutis, I am unable to see how the above sentence of
Samkara can upset the Upanisadic theory. Mr. Sarma must be
arguing in his mind that each Prakarana (chapter) of Gaudapada’s
work is a homogeneous whole emanating solely from the pen of
Gaudapada, nay that each chapter contains or ought to contain the
karikas, the karikas alone and nothing but the karikas of Gauda-
pada. If so, he cannot face the logic of his own statements. For
strictly speaking, Sarkara himself in the lines so approvingly
quoted by Mr. Sarma unequivocally includes the first twelve prose
passages of the Mandakya Upanisad proper within the WwTuity
of Gaudapada. He clearly says that the words PRgaRE-
( Mandikya I. 1) mark the beginning of the WHKTW he is to com.
ment upon :—AFTNAFEY ** STHqATITT TIMCA | There is no
room for quibbling here. Mr. Sarma himself is painfully alive to
this difficulty, which he tries in vain to get over by a sapient com-
ment that “ the opening lines are so ambiguously worded as to
lead one to suppose that the Mandikya itself is included in the
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aFINE3%Y.” [Italics mine.] The ambiguity rests, if at all, in
Mr. Sarma’s own anxious brain. Sarmkara is as plain and un-
ambiguous as he can be. Nor was Dr. Deussen wrong in his in-
ference that the prose passages too, were meant to be treated as
part of the 9%, Only, Drs. Deussen and Venkatasubbiah! are
wrong in rushing to the conclusion from this circumstance, that
there was no such thing as a Mandikya Upanisad in the days of
Sammkara. Mr. Subramanya Sarma himself has incontestably
shown that the Mandakya as a S'ruti was known to Sureévara’—
the immediate disciple of Sarnkara. What was known to Sure-
$vara cannot surely have been unknown to his Master! It being
thus impossible to deny that Sarikara in the passage cited by Mr.
Sarma, looks upon the twelve prose passages of the Mandikya also
to form part—at least for the time being, of Gaudapada’s work, it
is but fair to assume® that in Sarkara’s opinion the 9%¥Wd and
homogeneity of his Master's work would not in the least be jeo-
paradised by the intrusion of any foreign matter (at the begin-
ning). Could it then really matter if this initial intrusion were
to be increased by twentynine karikias regarded as S'ruti?
Assuredly not. It could make no difference to the wounded
self-respect of Gaudapada or his champions if only a part or even
the whole of his first chapter should turn out to be not his !

Thus, we find that “ Sarikara’s significant remark” at the
opening of his Mandakya Bhasya (which, Mr. Sarma deplores, has
escaped my notice), contains nothing detrimental to the Upanisa-
dic theory. AsIhave already explained more than once, the
advocates of the Upanisadic theory are willing to concede that
Gaudapada might, with the best of intentions, have used the
whole of the Mdndikya Upanisad together with the explanatory
Sruti-Slokas going with it, as nucleus to his more elaborate treatise

1. See his paper “The Mandiikya Upanisad and Gaudapada’ I.4. Oct. 33

and p. 7 Vol. 1 No. 1. of this Journal. ‘
oy < =~ >
2. uNiSFIATAIN Aqifa: 6 gEATar |
LILEE R RIRCE G R b Bior d
(Brhad-vartika 3,'8, 26. p. 1294)
drawn attention to on p. 200 of Mr. Sarma’s article. PN
3. All the more so when both Dr. Venkatasubbiah and Mr. Sarma are

unanimous in ascribing the commentary on the Karikis to the Adi-Sarhkara
himself. ‘ o o
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without the remotest idea of ever claiming them as his own—
which fact was scrupulously understood by all the early and later
Advaitins acquainted with their true Sampradaya. 1If modern
Advaitins like the late Ramasubba Sastri, Tryambaka Sﬁstri,
Mr. Sarma, etc. would, however, prefer to be more Advaitic than
even some of the great leaders of Advaita such as Advaitananda,
Sayana, Vidyaranya and Appayya Diksita, we can only give them
a long rope.

Mr. Sarma then argues at some length that even the phrase
‘ST’ used by Sarmkara in describing the nature of the
first Prakarana, would only support Gaudapada’s authorship of
that Prakarana as a whole. I am at one with Mr. Sarma in thinking
that the term “ SI * is here used in the sense of a ‘dogmatic
utterance’ as contrasted with an argumentative one. But can we
not distinguish between certain dogmatic texts and others which
are closely argumentative, even within a given body of wholly
Scriptural texts ? I suppose we can. Witness for instance the
following lines from Sure§vara’s. Brhad-vartika -—

TFAAIFEE gUIfaagEa: |
ARHIfRImE agsteesy aman o (111 1. 4-5.)

and Anandagiri’s comm ent:—sIRTATgTH ATHI9E SqrRA™, glewaar
gfemenafaani(ay:... ... .. (P.1137). Suppose the 29 kirikas alone
as S'ruti constitute the first Prakarana of Gaudapada (without
the 12 Upanisadic sentences, as desired by Mr. Sarma).
Even then, it must be possible to distinguish between
certain purely dogmatic utterances of the S'ruti (G. K. i, 1-8) and
others which are essentially argumentative (G. K. i. 9; 17-18).
Thus, even the presence of the term SINWIYMR cannot militate
against the Upanisadic theory. Its advocates have no objection
to let the Advaitins regard the whole of the Agama Prakarana
( including, if need be, even the 12 prose sentences of the
Mandikya—as is done by Samkara in his commentary on the
karikas ) as provisionally forming part of the work of Gaudapada,
provided its ultimate scriptural character and identity outside the
work of Gaudapada are clearly recognised. If this distinction
is understood, it would put an end to so much misplaced spqiqfr
argument for the sole authorship of Gaudapada on grounds of

—— — —— —

THE UPANISADIC THEORY OF THE GAUDAPADA KARIKAs 31

IFLMEFGIAIFIN. | It is from this standpoint that such references
as Samkara’s to G. K. i, 16 under B. S. B. 2. 1. 9; 3,28 and 3. 16
under the Agama Prakarana (as pointed out by Mr. Sarma on
p- 199) and Sures$vara’s to G. K. i, 11 and 15 under Naiskarmya
Siddhi (IV, 41, 42) would receive their explanation. I have no
objection if the only natural and edifying explanation of the con-
duct of such Post-Madhva Advaitins as Sayana, Vidyaranya Appa-
yya Diksita etc. in quoting the disputed karikds as S'rutis that
Mr. Sarma could, in his turn, think of, is to be that they were
either all of them misled by Madhva, or trying to achieve
“ traditional sanctity ” ( for their karikas) at the expense of
“historical accuracy ” (p. 204), inspite of their clear know-
ledge of the alleged citation of some of these as mere composi-
tions of Gaudapada by their own Acaryas like Samkara ( B. S. B.
2,1, 9) and Sure$vara ( Naiskarmya Siddhi 4, 4142 )1

II

Tleave it to the Advaitins to settle with Mr. Sarma whether
or not the Visnusahasranamabhasya, the Vivekacidamani and the
bhasya on the Nrsimhatapani are the genuine works of Sarnkara.
I shall then pass on to Sure$vara. Mr. Sarma tries to belittle the
value of the evidence adduced by me from Sure$vara’s Brhad-
vartika with the cheap comment that “‘Sure$vara is not explicit
here.” (p. 200.) I have shown that Sure$vara quotes only the
karikas from the Agama Prakarana, under such titles as Igr=atiga, !
SIRATES and scrupulously avoids such epithets with reference
to others quoted by him from the other portions of Gaudapada’s
work, in his Brhad-vartika. What is Mr. Sarma’s explanation of
this deliberate and uniform distinction observed by Sure$vara?
None. I maintain therefore that there is more than meets the
eye in this.

1. Note that the term 3gyey is usually synonymous with the Upanisads
with Sarhkara and his immediate disciples—B. S. B. 3. 3. 1. That Sureévara
has only Scriptural passages in view whenever he uses the terms
or ATIHINYH is also clear from other references in the Brhadvdrtika-See
1V.2.28,V.1,118; V. 1. 80 and V. 1. 81. 1. 4. 1761.

———— .
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III

Akhandananda in verse 4 of his Tattvadipana refers
to Anandagiri (alias Ananda$aila) as his Guru. This shows that
he cannot be a “very recent writer on the Vedinta as Mr.
Sarma puts it. Whatever the date of Anandagiri,! the evidence of
his gloss on the Brhadvartika is admitted to be entirely in favour
of the Upanisadic theory. Mr. Sarma would have us believe that
this Anandgiri is different from the other glossator on the
Mandakya-Karika-bhasya. But he gives no external proof in
support of his opinion. That there have been many Anandgiris
is no reason why any two of them should always be necessarily
differentiated. (1) Mr. Tripathi to whose introduction to Anan.
dajnana’s Taraksamgraha (G. O. S.) Mr. Sarma so approving-
ly refers us, is himself of opinion that the glosses on the Brhad-
vartika and the Mandukyakarika bhasya are by one and the same
Anandagiri ! 1" (2) The colophons to both speak of him as the
disciple of Suddhanana Pajyapada. (3) Even the phrase : sqI®&qI-
*SIFRITATIN is not opposed to the Upanisadic theory since it does
not preclude the possibility of these sqI&q&i®s being them-
selves Srutis introduced in the words of the text itself—
AGFNIFATEAEATAC: FH:, FAY DH Aaeaily agreasaraani=a)
Mr. Sarma may be surprised at my attempt tosee a reference to
two sets of karikas, one revealed to Gaudapada by the grace of
Narayana and the other (consisting of chapters 2-4) composed by
himself, in Anandgiri’s remark : siteaTgrarer ARENEHTIT:
afaaary Argw it ifasuealt SemmErnnag =nfarqryg:
AFHW:... | Roundabout as it is, itis theonly interpretation which
could save Anandgiri from redundant and faulty expression. If
the entire sentence were taken to refer to only one set of karikas
composed by Gaudapada (albeit through the grace of God) one or
the other of the two phrases *fiieqgrayey or srarfwoRaE would
become clumsy, redundant and meaningless. Their presence

1. “‘Tt is safe to conclude that Anandgiri flourished at the latest in the
latter half of the thirteenth century.”’ (Tripathi, Introd. to Tarkasamgraha
G.0,S.3,p.xx.)

2. Op. cit. p. xii. Mr. Tripathi goes to the extent of saying that“the
gloss on the Brhadvartika is the masterpiece of this Anandagiri ! ‘
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would be inexplicable except on my hypothesis. (5) It might
therefore, be seen that what the Tarangini observes at the purva-
paksa stage need not necessarily be indicative of its own ultimate
interpretation of Anandgiri’s words, in harmony with the
Upanisadic theory.

v

I fail to see why Ramanuja and Bhaskara should either have
confirmed or denied the Upanisadic theory. Not having written
any commentary on the Mandakya Upanisad, they were presuma-
bly not interested in the question. As to why they did not write
commentaries on the Up., the question may profitably be
addressed to themselves. Ihave shown that Ramanuja has quoted
one half of a disputed karika (I. 16) in his S’ribhasya where the
context and manner of citation leave no doubt as to its scriptural
character. There he is seen arguing strongly against the
AFTNAAR or the doctrine which regards the Brahman itself as
undergoing transmigration in the form of the individual, due to
the spell of Maya.! In the course of his criticism, Riminuja
observes:—

diaeaT fg amar @i sga—atear=i e afieg: (Svet. Up.)
gfa ‘srmifgwraan gat agr sia:mggad’ (G. K. 1. 19) gfa =

[Even in Scripture only the individual soul—but nowhere the su-
preme Being—is taught to be bound by Maya. For we read *“‘That
other is bound by Maya and also when the Jiva wakes up-from his
prolonged slumber in Miya..." and so on. The doctrine of AFTATAA
is thus alien to Scripture.] No one conversant with the ways of
commentorial and first class polemical writing would care to deny
that “ sqa »* in such argumentative contexts is used to denote the
pronouncements of Scripture. Look again at the juxtaposition of
the two texts “ARWaFA and SAMAMIT—" How could
Raminuja give weight to a karika of Gaudapada side by side with
a text of the S'vetasvatara Upanisad? Without considering
any of these difficulties, Mr. Sarma merely seeks to
escape with a facetious comment that “ Ramanuja is not

1. srmafiareBsasasiAE: 13 G, . Vacaspati on B, S. 1. 2. 5.

P.O.1I-3
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always exact in his quotations.'” This is irrelevant. The author of
the S'ribhasya may or may not always be “ exact” in his quota-
tions. But what concerns us here, is not the soundness or the
reverse of his attitude to the disputed karikds as manifested by
his quotation of one of them, but the fact of that attitude itself.
Mr. Sarma may answer the question if Ramanuja is right or wrong
in describing G. K. I. 16 as a S'ruti, in any way he chooses. But
any answer he may give would absolve Madhva from the charge of
having invented the Upanisadic theory. If R.is right in describ-
ing SWIRAMAL... as a S'ruti, therein we have irrefragable evidence
that * the Upanisadic theory was in existence long before Madhva”
and that it was “‘consciously believed in and taught by a writer
definitely known to have preceded” him. If on the other hand, he
is wrong in having done so, even then, Madhva would stand exone-
rated from the charge. The blame and responsibility of starting
the Upanisadic theory would in any case have to be laid at tl}e
door of Ramanuja. Madhva has to be acquitted and Raménuja
accused instead. Let us hope the modern Advaitins will soon do it.
Admit Gaudapada's authorship of the disputed karikas and
you have necessarily to abide by their Advaitic interpretation.
There is no | Now, in the face of Samkara’s explicit
comment on G. K. I. 16 under B. S. B. 2, 1, 9:— .
AAWE Y9, QEARA:  AFEATAICHATEAE— AT g |4t
wiafa | st AgraTiREEEtETET:
warfgwmEat gt agn sia: S9Ed |

. . .

ngfau

I do not see how it could be possible for Rimanuja to “dispose
of it as having no reference to Samkara’s Maydvada!” unless
he also repudiated in the same breath, its connection with

1. As for R’s quotation ggdezad—etc. being inexact, it may be obser-
ved that there is nothing to show that the whole was meant to be a single
quotation form a single source. That he intended to quote from both the

Brh. up and R. V. is clear from his use of the term anfq in HW }

sgqicafa, Samkara too, is reported to be ‘‘ jnexact * under B. S. 3,

3, 20—genfryIERAaNRTan aEvATTe s (Brh. 5, 5, 3-4) Vide f. n.
14 p. 889 of Ananda Press Edn. of Gita with C of Sarikara, R. and Madhva.
(Madras 1911) Notorious is Suresvara’s inexactitude in the Naiskarmya

Siddhi —qg IRAE F97ggRAN...... p. 52, Bombay.
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Gaudapada. Does Mr. Sarma seriously want us to believe that
Rimanuja expects his readers to swallow his remark that the
very lines written by the Mayavadins have no reference to
Mayavada? That must indeed be a new and original line of
argument,

\%

One is almost tempted to agree with Mr. Sarma’s finding
that *‘ whether part of an Upanisad came to be mistakenly
regarded by the Advaitins as kirikds or whether a portion of the
karikas recently' got converted into an Upanisad in the eyes of
Madhvas and later-day Vedantins, it cannot be denied that this
curious phenomenon exemplifies the process of transformation
that religious and philosophical works must have undergone at a
time when traditional sanctity was more valued than historical
accuracy” (p. 204) [Italics mine.] This splendid analysis of the
situation is again eno’ to exculpate Madhva from the charge of
being the original sinner in turning the (disputed) karikas into
S'rutis. For, consistent with his own scintillating logic, Mr.
Sarma must admit that such a transmutation would, in the first in-
stance, be effected by the party which stands to gain most by the
transaction. Assuming Mr. Sarma’s analysis to be true, who would
benefit by raising the karikas of Gaudapada to the rank of S'rutis ?
The Advaitins or Madhva ? Not certainly the latter ! Consider for
amoment what an advantage it would be to the Advaitins if texts
like AIAMMEAME FAdgd q@mia: (G. K.) were to be raised to
the rank of S$ruti! All dualistic opponents could thus be
discomfited and made to look absurd in the eyes of the world in
trying to offer forced interpretation of them to suit their own
views. Advaita itself could thus be held up as the natural out-
come of the Sruti. Such a transformation then, ought, if at all,
to have been effected long before Madhva, by the Advaitins them-
selves. So much so that a budding philosopher and exponent of
new and rival system, like Madhva, was obliged to take these
karikas at their prevailing estimate as Srutis and do his best to
repudiate their Advaitic interpretation. He could not afford to

deny their ¥ and refuse to comment:on them as such; for
then, his entire reputation would be at stake. It would give
a ready handle to the Advaitins who would not fail to heap

1. How about Madhva who is by no means ‘recent’ ?
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fun and ridicule upon him alleging that he was afraid of their
Advaita.-Srutis, was incapable of satisfactorily explaining them on
his view and was therefore seeking to escape them altogether
by denying their 3. This makes it clear that the disputed
karikas had already established themselves as Srutis in the days
of Madhva' who was {therefore forced to adopt the only course
open to him of accepting them as such and offering his own inter-
pretation. In any case, it would be absurd to say that Madhva
himself originated the theory. (1) In the first place, he had no-.
thing to gain but everything to lose, by such an act. (2) He
would not have risked his reputation by suddenly proclaiming,
one fine morning, the karikas of a rival school to be Srutis ! Why
should he, when he could more easily have escaped them by
turning his back upon all of them instead of raising them to in-
convenient heights and straining every nerve to find a dualistic
interpretation for them ?

Moreover, Madhva, in his own days, ought to have been
quite familiar with Gaudapada’s work and presumably also with
Samkara’s commentary thereon.” And if contem orary Advaitic
opinion had not looked upon the disputed karikas as Srutis, he would
not have bothered himself about them. That such was actually the
case is prcved by a reference to two such karikas in the Istasiddhi of
Vimuktatman who flourished not less than three centuries before

Madhva? in a context and manner which leave no doubt as to
their scriptural character,’ and by certain statements made by

1. And, as we have seen, even in the days of Ramanuja.
2. If it be acknowledged as a genuine work of Sarnkara.
3. The Istasiddhi itself we are told was one of the earliest monistic
works studied by Madhva under his Guru. (see Madhvavijaya, 4, 44 )
4. The Istasiddhi runs :—(p. 331, G. 0. S.)
wwiaes d faen arfaa eFa an qa: (vi, 18) @@ faar @wfT) &
L o~ -~ ~ ° ~ . ~
9 91 d9 1991, A[AT[aaEaTd | AEIaedar  qai— HAAHIAT  8a:
(G. K. 1. 16) @HMEFAT (G. K. 1. 14) : @Wl: 57 «=q4n: Ait. Up.
3. 12) SANEEEATIRAAN, |1
Such appeal to ggrs to be effective, must be with reference to works of
universal authosity-and not merely to the manuals of one’s own school.

Cf. ‘ GAMMIE sq18 * 3fd 9 FYWIERAME, Sarnkara B. S. B. 3. 4. 47. and
“qMaTEET” (Man. 6) SeJATAISAAT: THRIGAAT, 1. 1. 9.

Note also that Vimuktatman gives the karikas precedence over even the
text from the Aitareye Upanisad. (3. 12),
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some of the earliest commentators on the Anu-vyakhana of Madhva.
One of them, Padmanibha Tirtha who was a direct disciple of
Madhva, writes introducing a disputed kiriki cited by Madhva:—

A NTHE AARTTEAT  SRUAAT HAGIEA, TqqTwE

=r=8' | Another commentator, Jayatirtha, writes:—SmE aq3-
AT ey TiREami Sdmt aarR: st | gzE
AR ATy g | ag araq,
‘aral afy frd’ geanfy A afsan aufsasisgafan? o

It is obvious from the foregoing that the disputed karikas had
come to be regarded as Srutis long before Madhva. If what Mr.
Sarma says about the true nature of the karikas were true, then,
he should see in Madhva not the inventor of the Upanisadic Theory,
but the victim of a prevailing Advaitic tradition! The acceptance
of Mr. Sarma’s theory would also lead to certain absurd and ridi-
culous conclusions. (I) In the first place, it would be curious in-
deed that 2 host of Advaitins like (1) the Samkaras of the Visnu-
sahasranambhasya, Vivekacidamani etc., (2) Anandagiri of the
Brahadvartika-gloss, (3) Sayana, (4) Vidyaranya, (5) Advaita-
nanda, (6) Appayya Diksita (7) Krsnananda Sarasvati all swallowed
Madhva’s pill ! (II) We would be forced to admit that all these
celebrated Advaitins connived at Madhva’s offence for the mere
satisfaction of procuring traditional sanctity for the first Prakarana
at the expense of. historical truth-even forgetting their own scores
with him, even nodding at the real attitude of the Adi.
Sarhkara, Sure§vara and Anandagiri of the karikas ! (ITT) Are they
then to be put down as traitors to their Guru and abettors with
Madhva ? (IV) If the Advaitins were so badly enamoured of tradi-
tional sanctity, did they wait helplessly for a Madhva® to break
the ice in this respect and content themselves with merely being
his camp followers ? Colossal as is such a tribute to the influence
of Madhva, the Advaitic world will find it hard to stomach !

VI

Mr. Sarma is pleased to characterise my thesis that “Gauda-
padda was never at all credited with the actual authorship of the

1. Sannyayaratnavali, (Dharvar) i, 4, p. 35.

2. Npyayasudha, i, 4, p. 221 (Bombay).

3. How about G. K. 2, 31, which is styled a Sruti by some Advaitins
quite independently of Madhva ? - : Co
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disputed karikas and that he might have had access to an origi.

nal Upanisad with an explanatory tract, on which again he based |
his more elaborate treatise” as ‘‘an ingenious fancy unsupported -
by evidence”. Taking a comprehensive view of all that has been

said for and against the Upanisadic theory, I find that the balance
of evidence does incline to my side. If Mr. Sarma wants more
evidence, I shall let him have it. But proof and evidence in such
cases can never be of the laboratory variety. From the newly
published commentaries of Upanisad-Brahma-Yogin on the
Dasopanisads,' 1 find that my ‘‘ingenious fancy”’ is shared by that
commentator. So fully does he support the Upanisadic theory® that
I can hardly resist the temptation to quote him in extenso:—

feATegemAl  dieqTgEM: T S L B G
fasra,—x x x w9y gAgEgEn aRdgEteg alerE: -
TTETERE ANSRRIGIATGAE-a: JaT: STt WA= Mg
qEga: |

T FOHAFAF  ATAT: YA REGAA S SFAATGT-
fA9g: gl IRt QISTYTAT | a9 STIRIAGTRIT SBRATey-
fantasarafggmmmsoyg=aa |

fae yfoweasranda: agme aIt@E gRney @amE—

Faeargm@amitsadgE |
P. 213. Mandikya—bhasya of Upanisadbrahma Yogin.
VII

It is hoped that ordinary commonsense and logic at least, if
not any amount of textual evidence, would enable critics of
Madhva, ancient and modern, to see the absurdity of their charge
against him and acquit him of it.

Whether the disputed karikas were really karikas (of Gauda-
pada) or not, I would appeal to Mr. Sarma and the Advaitic world,
to declare that Madhva is not the originator of the Upnaisadic
theory of the Gaudapiada karikas, and leave it at that.

1. Adyar, 1935.
2. Commenting on s{3(d %I%T Wai*q he says: JFSY T WG] Hea7 WA

and repeats @Yy §{; after the last Karika, That the commentator is an

ardent Advaitin is clear from his commentaries and from the Preface to
the Edn. by Dr. C. Kunhan Raja.

SOME UNPUBLISHED INSCRIPTIONS OF THE
CHAULUKYAS OF GUJARAT

( D. B. Diskalkar)
INTRODUCTION

In course of studying the inscriptions of the Chaulukya rulers
of Gujarat, who had their capital at Anahilapatana, with a view to
prepare an uptodate list, I found that out of a total of 85 inscrip-
tions of this dynasty so far discovered, as many as 30 have not yet
been published, some of them not having been noticed before.
They come mostly from Gujarat proper, while others are from
Kathiawar, Cutch, Rajputina, and Malava, which during the palmy
days of the Chaulukyas, formed part of their empire. I may, how-
ever, state here that the following inscriptions, which have been
noticed before but have not been fully published, cannot be traced
as yet:

1. A copperplate grant of V. S. 1030 ( Bhadrapada Su 5
Monday ) of Milaraja (1), noticed by H. H. Dhruva
in the Vienna Oriental Journal. Vol. V. p. 300,

2. A fragmentary inscription of V. S. 1236 (Phalguna Sudi
2 Saturday ) of Bhima II, noticed by the same scholar in
the same journal. Vol. VII. p. 87.

3. An inscription on Girnar of V. S. 1234, noticed by Tod
in his Travels of Western India, p. 510.

4. Two inscriptions at Siddhapur in Gujarit noticed by the
same scholar on p. 142 of the same book : one mention-
ing that the construction of Rudramila was begun in
V. S. 998 and the other recording that it was completed
in 1202 Miagha Vadi 4.

5. An inscription of V. 8. 1206 of Kumarapila referred to by
the same scholar on p. 256 of his Antiquities of
Rajasthan,

The following inscriptions, as will be seen, add very much to
our knowledge of the Chaulukya history and of the political history
of the different provinces that were under the control of the
Chaulukyas at one time.
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ARE THE GAUDAPADA I\AIiII\AS SRU'TT?
A REJOINDER

( B.N. Krishnamurti Sarma )

In Vol. I nos. 1 and 2 of this Journal, Dr. A.KYC'I:(L;?Z:?:‘?;
criticised my views respecting the status (:lf t.h: a’;‘lhe e e
form part of the Agama Prakarana of Gaudapada.

. mfﬁ:i‘:g c::t:el:n i)r. Jah refers patronisingly to a conclus:o:
reached by him in the(IJ.A. fo:{Octt. 3}3, ttl;';lrtle tl(;:resawr:l::r:o 'SIl‘ll::is

i andi anisad a e .
thmisaixapx!aenj l;)l;y:lhe f,;ct of Suresvara citing the Man. as an
:Jt::nisad. in his Vartika on the IBrhadﬁranyaka.‘ :

- My quotations from the Ve, Nr: Up. comm:;:a;im::;(i
Vsnb., were addressed to such as recognise thexr: as gemiine
’ §. Modern scholars, even if they won’t r'ecogmse
i .'ne works of S., must allow them a certain amount of
as the .ge:;:tlermining the issue before us. For, it is r?ally to,(:
T to dismiss them ail as the effusions of *“ pseudo-Sarhkaras,
et ls\rlm We have also the spectacle of a great many makers
of o I')r e;dénta like Advaitinanda, Sayana, Mz’\d'havzt, and
Ot Advanla)‘;ksita following Madhva and sharing his belief in the
‘:Tr\gl)??i? the l;iri,kés of the first Prakarar_u.t. Afld. among theatf;el:
Eecessors and contemporaries of M. holding su.n}larh vmv:,i’t ren,

tion has been drawn to Sv., R. and A. The critic has
these witnesses squarely. I
He has advanced some arguments to disprove the %enuu;e:ez:
of the Vsnb. etc. as works of Samkara. They are gooh sx:”fa o
h o: but I would leave it an open question. The differen
leal. ’f thought and expression betrayed in the worlfs
::Z::isbu(:ed to) of S., are no doubt interesting ; but no valid

i iati ave been used :—-A. Anandagiri ; A. P.
" e fol\Othé at(;t:\::;:tﬁlgrs; 2 Sarkara ; R. Ramanuja; M. Madl}va;
Bgame Pml]:atr a::l;bia.h; Vc..Vivekacaddmar_ti; Vsnb. Vi;zxusahasraudma-bhcf;y_a
DY'SV.' ]\:e; 'al:r. Up. Nréirhhatépanil.‘p.; Mdn.’Mdndﬁkya ; Yg. Yogacada-
of am 13? ,Ndrada Parivrdjaka (Up.); Sv. Suresvara.
"‘“l"l: Sef; Vol. I No. 2 of this Journal p. 29.
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conclusions can be drawn from them until ampler proofs are
forthcoming.. Even a ‘‘ master-mind ”’ is not made in a day ;
nor does it function always at ‘ top-level * or exhibit the same
profundity of thought and grace of expression throughout. A
comparison passim of the Gitabhdasya and the c. on the Sitras
by S. would be eno’ to convince one of the truth of this
observation.” The former is undoubtedly “‘commonplace” and
does often recall Bhoja’s caustic comment on glossators :—

werafy fregia fRgafa say: amafze:
sERAsgenftag aghimehin amaw
”ﬁimrﬁra Feglagaza: qasfy dwga: | (Vrtti on Yoga Siitras.)

Yet it is admitted to be a genuine work of S. both by Dr. V.
and Prof. Winternitz. What can this mean if not that style is after
all a very misleading and vagarious criterion of authorship ? Even
Homer nods. If the critic has been able to discover flaws in the
Visnb etc., another may say that the Adi-S. himself was not any
the less “elastic” in his views of what is tobe meant by a ‘mantra’;
For, in his c. on Gita ii, 19, he calls the passage T T4 I BTG
also, a rk? side by side with @ Ay AT T (Katha 1,2,18)%
But only the second half is identical in the Katha (1,2, 18) and
Gita (ii, 19cd), the first half being entirely different in both.
Another instance of ‘clasticity’ in S. has been pointed out by me
on an earlier occasion.’ As for inferiority of expression, mention
‘may be made of the use of the feminine form * W’ by both §.

-and Vacaspati under ‘B. S. i, 4, 8, “which tho’ not incorrect”, is
{yet) “decidedly: inferior to” BWA® Sv. confounds Jaimi

ni and

1. - Sce my paper on Sarkara’s Authorship of the Gitibhasya Ann
B.O.R.I. Vol. xiv, 1-2, (1933).

- s ~ - o .

2. TYAQINY 9ANgqd  ®AQTHAg qqI-(ii, 19) w9afEiEy
ArHfa-fedi @ =:—¢ 4 JEFa.. ’ (2, 20).

3. There is discrepancy here too. Gita ii, 20 ab is found only in a
slightly different form in Katha. None of the two verses of the Gitd are
thus actual quotations from the Katha. R. is more careful than either S or
M. He says nothing about ii, 19-20 being quotations from the sruti.

4. Poona Orientalist, Vol. 1, No. 2, p. 34 f. n. 1.

5. A9 BWll PUBWIAEBFISH] AN (Amarakosa ii, 9, 76) S. has of

course been defended by later commentators. See Brahmavidyabharana
p- 388 (Kumbakonam). ‘ '

als
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Badariyana and ascribes to the former.the first .two suftrazinogf It;::
latter, in his Naiskarmyasiddhi.! He is als? gunltg o : ng Ur
Papinian forms.> Are we to set up a plurality ofS -8 an Svi_;ﬂ,ﬁnz
tht;se cases ? The great Advaitic commenta.tor\ ndll;u"a; . v154 A
is ‘oblivious’ of the correct (?) meaning of 335‘?:‘:?( sra"l‘a'l’ ,
which he renders as ®: q1AT4d instead of as Sl'l’: e
as rightly (?) interpreted by Siyana and the modern Scholare
All this must show that arguments from language, sty
thought have their obvious limitations. .

Pi)r. V. argues that the use of the word W% ms:ead.o::f1
the rightful “®=a > by the Nr. ‘l‘]p. commentato}:, (:r}: yé‘ikas
against my theory and proves that “‘he too thought tBat N efm-gets
were the work of a human author.” (P.8, f. n. 3).. ut et e
that in that case, these §lokas could have no plgce in thehtetx o
Man. as required by that commentator. The fact is tha .V.
has not understood the drift of the commentary. e

As for the use of the term W@ “instead of th.e rlgnttt;le
#", we may explain it as an ‘instancc of speaking ;s oy
words of the original. If Dr. V. has “not .so faf' come acor:d o
passage in the writing of human authors lt,l, which tfhe v;) % ouly
is used to denote metrical Sruti passages '(P. 8é . n.der o
.proves that there are limits even to his sthxes. - un ] e; am«i
4, 15, uses the word 1% to denote a metrical $ruti passag

.2 [ z . N -~ | ]% m_

1. g SfadE qaaggeate, aai mcaamqfr;rr:n’zamaﬁ e

o ¢ g7 4 AtRAEwfagRE: - (A 89 @ ﬁmﬂn s\fa iz awm-

grftsuiread— AR SR, | SFREE A A -

[EIHITAAFIIHF A, T I aaaqvmmﬁmﬁ A
ATGATSHA 5 FEFTE

(By Skt. and Prakrt Series, 38, P. 52) Many explar?ati.ons have been offered
fm)-'this curious mistake ; but none has been convincing.

<
2. W GEIEFAT TeATd:  (P. 29); 3, 35, i, 14; SQTU p. 603 Var. 115,
Brhadvadrtika; AA+AEH P. 136 v. 453.
3. Under Bhagavata ii, 7, 40.
4. I don’t grant this. ) R .
5. gauiy & waid ( Taiw. Up. ) &fd aﬁ‘tﬁﬁ gFasd B
fgareTFa— EET 330w et & o
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Sv. on two occasions in his Brhadvartika :—
FAAEATRAE T BEgwElaE: |
METREEAATHR FANEHFARA Oy, 4. 537,
AAUAT qq: qF SqTRATE IFARTON: |
wefaondlsd Swcamgaea: 1 2, 25,

IIL.

Why should IR used by S. be interpreted only as a
scriptural statement ? Why should it not be applied to the utter-
ances of a reliable person like G.—asks the critic. The answer is
that the views of a mortal however eminent, are not by themselves
sufficient to establish a metaphysical truth.! The Doctor him-
self unconsciously admits as much when he says that *“ §. had fo
cite here a $ruti passage as authority for the statement that there is
no dualism.” [Italics mine). (P. 13). What is taught by scripture
is admitted with implicit belief. Reason also may afterwards be
made to augment or clarify the thesis so established. Such is the
tradition of Vedantic Dialectics.? The presence moreover of Upa-
nisadic texts like TFAATFAH ; TTHTTA:, in both the sets of
passages re-cited by the Doctor, must also show him that the term
3T ought, in fairness, to apply to them also, in which case,
the contention falls to the ground that W here means
nothing more than an authoritative proposition of G. The para-

-

phrasing of IRFWTHG by IWHARW is also another indication
that what has throughout been meant was an wwmmﬁlm,
a proposition laid down in the words of the §ruti The refer-
ence to % immediately afterwards, also shows that the partner-
ship is between Reason and Revelation: @ and GW (Manu,

xii, 105-6) and not between Reason and the words of 2 man in
the street.

L ATETRSE FAoN W SO | See: g
SFETATE:  Smiatom watd; sl feregareara | qanfy
AT TR AR e —

Sarikara, B. S. B. 2, 1. 11.

2. WY g ATGAAAY AZITGULICAT A AT
TR WaW T —op. cit 1. 1. 2,
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1v.

As for the Vsnb., I cannot follow the reasoning that because
a writer has made a few mistakes of fact and textual interpreta-
tion, whatever he says must, forever, remain suspect. Under such
circumstances none can pass the ordeal. The critic, moreover,
is needlessly confusing the question of the statement of one’s
belief by a writer, with its truth. The author of the V'snb. has
said that certain of the disputed karikas are Sruti. He may be
right or wrong in having done so. That is a ditferent matter
altogether. To dismiss inconvenient S-s as ‘“bogus’’ ones is
easy. But even a mistake needs explanation.

V.
As for the antiquity of the three kinds of ®&0ls SRGHOW
etc., it may interest Dr. V. and the Compiler of the Nyayakosa
to hear that they are as old as the SamksepaSariraka (1.157) of
Sarvajiidtma—10 th century—and that allusion to them in the Vc
is perfectly understandable even as a work of S.

VL

Where the entire adhikarana in B.S. ii, 1, 33, turn s upon the
question of Creation and its purpose, I fail to see anything
“disingenuous’’ in connecting the ATEHWA AT mentioned by S. with
Creation. Even granting that it need not necessarily be coupled
with the act of creation, Dr. Iah would be no nearer his escape
f rom identifying it with a G. K. For, even according to his own
‘showing, the aﬂaaim‘gﬁr must be one which describes the God
of Creation as an Apta-kima. But in Advaitic metaphysics, the
Supreme Brahman ( Nirguna ) is neither really SIEHMH nor ever
does create. It is the Lower Brahman, I4vara or ParameS$vara, as
§. advisedly calls Him, that is actually responsible for creation.
It is certainly not this Lower Brahman that is called an Apta-kama
in Brh. Up. iv, 4,6 summoned to his aid by Dr. Iah. On the
contrary, that text applies the term Aptakama "to the Individual
soul on the eve of release. It isonly by a metaphysical four de
force that S. secures its application to the Supreme Brahman also.
But that is neither here nor there. While S. himself has not
specified the full text he has in view, we have the indirect appro-
val of Advaitinanda and Appayya Diksita to equate it with
G. K. where Creator-God is given by the context.
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VIL

It is only a special pleading, not any convincing explanation
that we have from Dr. V. as to why Sv. has been so particularly
careful not to make use of such terms of eulogy as a"{"_&ﬁ‘:,
ARHAMEFH in referring to the karikas from the undisputed por-
tion of G.’s work. He tells us that “stanza 744 ac of Sv. is
paralleled by Yg. Up. 72 ac. and by certain statements in the NP
etc., and that therefore, it cannot be surely asserted that the
reference in Sv. is necessarily to a G. K., answering to the
passage cited by Sv. But our knowledge of the fact that Sv. was
acquainted with the Man. Up. and the Karikas of G., coupled
with the absence of proof that he was similarly acquainted with
such patently ““late” Ups, as the Yg., NP. etc., should, I think,
be enough to render the latter identification more acceptable.

No doubt, Sv. is not quoting the exact words of the $ruti but
is only referring to its purport in Brhadvartika 5,1, 81. But this
neither warrants the generalisation that he must always be so
doing, nor proves yet that he has never once made a verbatim
quotation from the $ruti with the words TR or the like.

Until alaw is made that Sv. must do as is done by the
S’athyayani and other (late) Upanisads, Dr. Iah’s laborious
extracts from them can only be dismissed as irrelevant to the
issue before us. Had he really wanted to find out what Sv.
meant to indicate by such epithets as FqrgAEAY, IFEIE,
HARWIAMEAH_, and so on, Dr. V. must have gone to the Brhad-
vartika itself and not to the S'athyayani N. P. etc., collected all
those passages which appear to be quotations from the Sruti,
examined them and then bave declared that in all such cases,
* Sv. is not quoting the exact words of the $ruti ”’, but is merely
referring to their purport, or that the references in such cases are
“ not to any particular text of the Sruti, but to the teachings of
the Advaita-vedanta ” ( P. 16 ). Instead of this, he has taken the
path of pseudo-research, quoting from irrelevant sources and

‘making use of spurious arguments. 1 wish, before closing, to

draw attention to the fact that Sv. has made a number of quotations
from the S'ruti under such titles as HTATEAH , ANHAEAH ,
SIATHTTS, AWTHE T2 1 A majority of these are actual Sruti texts,
while one or two are arthanuvadas. But in no case is there any
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room for doubt that only $rutis, express or implied, are meant

by these epithets, and not merely the teachings of individual
teachers of the Advaitavedanta:—

3. gHieww gaalq avw Afaraay,. L4 14
. 7A A fraa=a gfa 9 wfamessg 1. 4. 518
3. d@sdisfa gefa-—— ’ 1. 4. 117
3. fagmrat & GaEiafziaya: 1. 4. 1393
w. a7 FrafgeEnfy aur = ATy 1. 4, 1560
& =@rag fafafa angEamaEas
[ faar feawdew gfas egfaamag] 1 4 1691
. arfaw gafarfzia aEnds aT: 1. 4. 1791
¢. agaagiawon wgEraEafaay
are faiurges: ¢ quEh  qEERgda: 1. 6 5
q, #: gfemfafa am Al adt e gmA: 2. 1. 445
o, WA Y@@ gfa aur slemEay 2.3 71
19.  wagwed sefafee glamag 4. 4. 997

12, WEEEH T GAEFATAETAREAT )
exdargfaaatufa = sl 5.1. 81

And Brhadvartika, i, 29, 30;ii, 4,7; i, 4, 802; and p. 89
verse 288; p. 165, V. 562; p. 85, V. 275; and ii, 3, 137. There is
thus enough justification to hold that the passages from the first
chapter of G. quoted in the Brhadvdrtika under such titles as
SATTHANEA etc. were certainly meant to be from the Sruti.

VIII.

Touching A. the glossator on the Brhadvartika, Dr. V. says
that * not even he has said that the passage cited is from the
A.P.” (P.18). How could he when A. has already made it
clear that he looks upon it as a Sruti ?

I take my stand on A.’s plain statement that the Slokas ex-
planatory of the Man. Up. : RITSHFITqRIATIABUITRT: STH1: were
“ received ” by G. from Narayana, which simply means that in
the opinion of A, they were not the compositions of G. This is
no guess but what follows from the actual words of A. There is
nothing * obscure or unintelligible * about him. Elsewhere, the
critic does not believe that A. is right ” when he says that

fadife eF@gEed ( G. K. 1, 3) quoted by Sv. is a §ruti. (i. P. 18).
L
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We really have nothing to do with the beliefs and disbeliefs of the
Dr. interesting as they might be. The question is one of textual
facts. In the light of A.’s introductory statement, his subsequent

ope ATACTATSHIMANGE UIRAT AATEAASTHETIO ... can only

%>

mean that it is these very $lokas received from Narayana that
were incorporated by G. into his work with the words: 349
Zter wakd.  Of course, it would follow that in A’s opinion, the
words : A FET 9aT were G.’s. There can be no doubt how-
ever, that he did regard the faavu—¢lokas themselves as ‘ quota-
jons ’ made by G. from Nardyapa. The two other passages cited
from his gloss on st. 10 and 19, also admit of the same ex-
planation. There is nothing subversive of the Upanisadic the9ry
in the phrase: afgawureqtd %M used by A.  That they were
looked upon as “ quotations ”’ is plain from A’s comment on
G.K. 1, 4—Sq@ASEAATATATAT Tatq, IFAQ U which has
naturally escaped the Dr’s. eyes! :

It would be impossible to deny that A. has cited G. K. 1. 16
ab. as a ruti, in his gloss on the Sambandha—vartika. Dr. V. chu-
ckles at the thought of A’s * citation of Gita xiii, 19. immediately
after G, K. 1,16 and of Manu 1, 5, before Svet. Up. " (ii. p.3 )~
circumstances which to him indicate that A. had no idea of the
order in which the quotations from the Srutis and Smrtis had to
be given, nor any ** thoughts of the priority of Sruti over Smyti
but has merely cited passages from both as they came to his mind "’

i ( 11.P. 3.). A little thought would have shown him that far from

having no idea of the order of texts, A. had for a very good reason
quoted texts from the Srutis and Smrtis alternately, in four
groups, so as to illustrate four points that he seeks to stress in
order:-*

S'ruti Smrti _
4. wframfraa (o) yerigeTEa ge: (b)) SFf gEd 9T
(G K.i.16) (Gita )
3. AzPEedERa (o) AEIEE agrEt (b)) WY TR
' (R.V.) (Manu i, 5)

1. Cf, wfEATGETAdH R IRaamT AR ¢ SR
a1 ... SN HiAEEATRE 6%, T aEAREET: SN T
#ifq wrE: W (A, on Brhadvartika )
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% T™E I9FIH, (q) AAN G IFHG @AE@ (b) WAT T AAT G
(S'vet Up. ) (Mbh.)
¥, qQ@U (qOEETq] (o) JAAFA [QEREE (b) AFHAT a0+ q
fagra: (S'vet. ) (Gita )
There is thus no fear of our having to ** declare the Gita to
be Sruti, were one follow " my reasoning. On the contrary, we
may have to recognise the Gaudapada-Karikas,as a Smrti, if we
allow ourselves to be guided by Dr. V.’s line of reasoning !

IX.

When one is referring to the opposition of G. K. i, 18-19, as
Karikas, to the dogmas of Advaitism, it is irrelevant to say that
M’s explanation of the Karikas in Chap. 1, is also forced and unna-
tural. In the latter case the difficulty is unavoidable as the text
is not a composition of M. but Sruti, in the interpretation of which
every philosopher has his own difficulties. But in the case of the
Advaitin, it is certainly avoidable (i. e. assuming the authorship
of G.) in that it has been entirely self-created. That makes the
difference between M. and G.

X.

I need not go on repeating the fact that the Man. as an Up.
was known to Sv. and ergo to S. Dr. V. agrees that “ the words
FAA FH! WA are not newly added by a later commentator but
‘must be regarded as forming part of the Man. itself.” (P.7)
‘It must- follow from this that G. was not the author of the
first Prakarana at all. It is quite possible that Dr. Iah considers
both S. and Sv. to have perpetuated the error first committed
by Santa raksita( 750 A. D.). What I fail to see in that case,
is the special propriety of flamboyantly levelling a charge against
Madhva alone. I still repeat my view that the circumstances are
really suspicious when S. does not even once mention the name
of G anywhere in his c. not even where the context requires it or
where there is every chance and necessity for him to do so as under
the headlines : ¥ & WaRa I occurring four times! The
reference to the 9EHIE at the end is not enough as it may merely
be an acknowledgment of G. as the ‘ compiler ’ of the Agama-
-&3stra as it stands. ( See Dr. V. ii, P. 10-11) without committing

1. Cf. qaazad A% wafed (Cf. G.K. C.1.24.)
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us to the necessity of attributing the words : aAS B WAt
and the Karikas following them to him. The words employed
by S. do not ditfer from those used by him to introduce Scriptural
quotations in his comm. on other Ups. :—

ARREANATY AOMACATATT 07, Fiwt WA agAT S WAt
1337 ;' azalAeray wq der wats—srmwa @ waky  u (Taittiriya
Up. Bhasya ) .

As for tradition. it does not seem tc have prevented Vicas-

pati Mi$ra from mentioning Sarhkara by name, in his Bhamati
( introd. verse

Parallelisms from Caraka and Viatsyiyana are not relevant
to our purpose. To be sure, there are parallels also in the well-
known Ups. of Slokas being introduced in the words of the original.
Why should the later ones be preferred to the earlier parallels ?

XI.

I still think that some of the Karikas qua Karikas, are out
of tune with the dogmas of the Advaita Vedanta. The critic has
said nothing to meet the difficulties raised by Dvaitins. One’s
allegiance apart, it is clear from S’s comment on G. K. 1, 17,
AEATH HEAA ATH: T AN AT AEAEAIAR: that he is prepared
to face the situation boldly and accept the result of the fawa=-
93991 made by the Dvaitins : A fadd JEATAET 99=: | There
is no question of World-disappearance, for the very simple reason
that it has never been there :—

FHATAT A ava= Argan arfe arad (G. K. iii, 28).

qadt geafa: st at @ |, ai|a: aafrwond: (C.oon 11, 32).

It would be more difficult to interpret the propositions :
FAEE 9fY: and Arar@Ear GiE: realistically than to differentiate
them effectively from the Advaitic view of Creation. No Realist
would feel flattered by the description of Creation as “ resembl-
ing’ a Dream or a Magical show. The view on the other hand,

! bears a strong family resemblance to those of the Madhyamika
- Buddhists:—

JAT AT QYT |H: TP JAL )
TATAG: AT T UV 9F IEA: U
and of Advaitins;—
WAAR JYqT T8 T 97 |
aut frafad =8 Jgray fG=wo: o (G. K. 11, 31).
faad: |=am: gwaisfaaur g2 sfaar: (G K. 11,6).

e e

e m——_———
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WAl AAAE-—a (i e. AATTWML ) AATEA TALILIAG.

(Samkara ibid) ag, wwgEgE @ wANggaTgEs | FadanfaateEi |

"wr—' (C.on IV. 38),
sAETiE Ty &@an g3afa a=m: (G K1V, 39),

So too, in the case of ATITAEIT Gig: :—
=R WAQH A9i, qr9 At A f4@d (G, K. iv, 58 ).

There is thus no point in the objection that creation on the
Advaitic view is #TAT but not ATATEEY. The addition of the term
&Y would not make the world real any more than the presence
of such suffixes as G, AL, €Y, JUT, ITA etc. in the passages
cited above. G. K. i. 9 cd, is however anxious to put down
creation as almost the second nature of God: TI€T %inmﬁsm{ and
say that there can be no motive behind such spontaneous activity
which can hardly be lowered to the rank of a random illusion :—

A CARFAWAAAETATTAQEN AT S0 T 959 )

( Sarbkara on G. K. i, 9 cd.) The rift in the analogy is that whilst

QEATE may be due to AFTATETWIT the creative activity of God
is due to TR not FATFAATETATT !

I am glad Dr. Iah has seen his way to admit frankly that
Advaitin writers like Madhusudana Sarasvati, Appayya Diksita,
Vidyaranya, Sayana, Advaitananda etc. “belong to the same class
as Madhva ” (ii. P. 12). Had he examined the evidences cited
by me a little more dispassionately he would have admitted that
Sure$vara, Anandagiri, Vimuktiatman and Riminuja also ‘‘ belong
to the same class as Madhva.” There is thus no rhyme or reason
in the charge against Madhva.

In conclusion, I should like particularly to repeat my remarks
in the last two paragraphs of my Rejoinder to Mr. V. Subrahmanya
Sarma, in Vol. i. no. 2. P. 38, of this Journal. I think that light
must dawn upon Dr. V. if only he would keep clear of irrelevant
issues, such as the true and original status of the disputed
Karikas during Pre-Samkarite times.

—_—

1. Cf. spfadrnieyfaa At bie: awkeiaagegs-
me—Appayya Diksita Siddhantalesa Sangrahe.

i
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IDENTIFICATION OF RANGA JYOTIRVID,
THE AUTHOR OF V-ICARASUDHAKARA,
A MEDICAL TREATISE COMPOSED
IN aAbp. 1765,

BY ORDER OF RAGHUNATHRAO PESHWA

(By P. K. Gode)

- ”In my note' on the “Date of Vicarasudhakara of Ranga Jyotir-
vid ” I pointed out that this treatise on Piles was composed in
A. D 1765 by order of Raghunathrao Peshwa. The author was a
resx.dcnt of Junnar in the Poona district. He mentions the fol-
lowing physicians of the Peshwa period in his treatise:—

1. Bagaji Vaidya, resident of Junnarapura

2. Balavantraya Vaidya

3. Baba Bhisagvarya

4. Jaya Sankara

He also refers to the surgical operation of piles, a method
current among the Yavana or English physicians residing on the
sea-coast.

When I wrote my note on this work I was not able to identify
the author of the treatise viz. Ranga Jyotirvid. Rao Bahadur G. S.
Sardesai, the Editor of the Peshwa Daftar, who was consulted by
me in the matter of this identification suggested that I should
wr.lte to some member of the Joshi family of Junnar. 1 acted on
this suggestion but without any direct acquaintance with
the person concerned I could get neither information nor any
fesponse.

Recently in the Chandrachud Daftar® published by the Bha-
rata Itihasa Sam. Mandal, Poona, I came across the following
Teferences to a person called RANGA JOSI Junnarkar:—

Pp. 3-10-Here a partition-deed of the members of the Chan.
drachud family is reproduced. It is dated Saka 1701 Vikari
nama Sarvatsara, Pausa Sudda 10, which corresponds to Monday,

17th January, 4. D. 1780.

1. Vide Annals, Vol. X11, pp. 287-289.

2. Bha. Iti. Sam. Mandal Series No. 22 Edited. by D
. 22, . . V.
1842 (A. D. 1920) Poona. ' 7 Apte, Saka
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