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THE UPANISADIC THEORY OF THE
GAUDAPADA—KARIKAS,

Y. SUBRAHMANYA SARMA:

Students of the History of Dvaita Vedanta have reaso
) n to be
?ﬁgg;it.g:;?of;iln ;oarl\tlilélB. N. ﬁrisli)namurti Sarma for his two
‘ es on the above subject, i
ge the March numbers of the Second and Th]ird ch:ﬁ:gesa%l;e:?i:
y \;ie\.rv. Although the subject-matter with which the writer
eals ls.not altogether new, there is such a mass of valuable and
gugg?stlve material collected here for the first time, and the maiﬁ
idea m.ela})orat.ed with such thoroughness, that there is certainly
some justification for the arrestive title *“ New Light th
Gaudapada-Karikss,” s on e
It is well known that there are, at the present-
l=i;irengie';t1_n<>t: and irreconcilable views regard?ng theb :&Sl;’o:sthligas:
th:t rikas. In the first place, there is the view commonly held
o fal(l} the two ]J’ut}dred and fifteen Karikas are from the
]13)20 ko audapada, .S.ankara’s grand preceptor, who wrote his
o ?ls an exposlt}on of the Advaitic doctrine which he
: ev: to ’t}e taught in the Mandikya Upanisad. In the second
lp;o :;e;hhere is the th‘eory., first put forward by Paul Deussen, that
= Gau?i so-t:lallec% Upanisad anq the Karikss are the production
Toaas :11;5 ’I?h himself. And in the third place, we have the
s ' Theory that the prose portion of the Mandakya
gether wx};h t]ae first twenty-nine Karikas, is the Upanigad
f:gper. It Is this last view that Mr., Krishnamurti Sarma flas
enMI;pog himself f;o support in the articles referred to above.!
tanable’. ana;z:\: cl?uns tl.lat the I.Ipanisadic theory is ‘perfectly
that thy hat there is vol_uz.nmous evidence’ in its favour;
ot tho £ chapter of the Karikas has been treated as part of
e pa.ms.ad not by Madhva alone, but by many prominent
representatives of all the three Schools of Vedanta, He has in-y
conte?tably shown that Post-Madhva writers, Adva:itins as well
as Visistadvaitins included, have acquiesced in and even adopt-
ed the theory, though not without an oocagional murmur, BI:ﬂ:

1. e 4 .
wriﬁng'fhl:‘?:d;il::;lcrii;rut: supposed to be distinctive of Gaudapsda’s
. 08y ® 86 to various other views; npli
matters, I defer their consideration for the present. 7 mok to complicate
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can we maintain that the belief is earlier than the -first or the
Karika view, or even that it has existed side by side with it from
the earliest times? Mr. Sarma replies in the affirmative. It is his
conviction, indeed, that “ Gaudapada was never credited with the
authorship of the Karikas of the first or the Agama Prakarana as
it is called,” that “at one time, later Advaitins themselves
happened to forget and miss the resl position of the first set of
Karikas and attribute it to Gaudapada’; and that “this initial
mistake of the later Advaiting” as he calls it, “dates from the
18th century or thereabout.” In the following pages I propose to
examine this part of his conclusion in particular; for in spite of
the care with which Mr. Sarma has collected his evidence, e
does not always seem to distinguish between, what is plausible
and what is absolutely certain. He does not, moreover, seem to
have taken a comprehensive view of all that has been or might
be urged to modify or neutralize the value of some of the evidence
now in his possession.
I

Mr. Sarma says that Sankara, Sure$vara and Anandagiri
are all three of them fully and unreservedly in favour of includ-
ing the disputed Karikas in the Upanisad. Now there seem to
be very serious obstacles to our acceptance of this induction,
The truth seems to be just the other way about. We shall first
take up Sankara. Intrinsically his Bhigya on the Karikas
themselves must claim precedence over all other works ascribed
to him.

The Acarya opens his commentary with these significart
words :—

PFAIIRETSRRAE TFOEIEd ARGaREiNE TR | [ |
q QYIRS awedlid | T g 38R Grard I S
qaag HagARiea | qaTTy sEreTieTgar awenfs U (Mand. Up. p 5.
Anand. Edn.) Here Sankara says in so many words, that he is
going to undertake a commentary on a work consisting of four
Prakaranas or monographs. The work being, so to say, only an
explanatory discourse on the Upanisadic teachings, the author has
deemed it superfluous to discuss the usual preliminaries (stgea)
to be settled in connection with a new literary work, such as its
relation to other works in the field, its subject-matter or the main
purpose it is meant to serve. Sankara himself, however, as the
commentator of these Prakaranas', now undertakes to specify

1. With this would agree Anandagiri’s explicit remark—syaRorsgEs
AT qRrSTFar arf §3vd areq™ 1 (p. 6.)
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them in 'pri.ef. It is singular that thig direct statement on the
part of Sankara at the Very commencement of hig Bhagya

) Again, after finishing with the Anuba 3
which r?ference is made in the above passagzd}S?Zjik(ach) ;0
fo describe the nature of each chapter of the ; }ge i g0,
‘1‘ng to commgnf upon, With regard to the first chapter, he Zag os-
T AEREREOEE T gEr AT, SmeAdeasiy ’me”
(p.8). I am sure that Mr, Sarma would, s

San'kara’s.co.mment on the second and third chapters) had h
noticed this Important passage, For, Sankara 8ays, not that the
ﬁr:st c.hapter is Sruti, but that it {s WA which ,means ; ;
prmclp,ally: on the 3. Now even assuming that Sapkars S:iiis
mean Sruti by the word AR, the phrase S would impl

that the.a first f:hapter contains not only Agama, which is SE
g;):t;se, ltfs n;;:pec;m}1 feature, b'ut also something elge ’besides Asoa

er of fact, however, Sankara meg .
than dogmatic teaching based upon ntiag?ti:g? WXZ?:OI;Z nels

Anandagiri remarks in his gloss: nely

agﬁjrgmi AR | §9 qx mqwqrg?ﬁﬁﬁm:‘

SO ERT AT, | e FaAshy AR IEErR 1 ( Ibid,)

That he is right in this int i

Che e erpretation i

Sankara’s own paraphrase of “ JTHATE Eﬂ’l’sbyc gf?%b;r:'taei ”}fY
the Y‘erz bassage quoted by Mr. Sarmg :— ' "
~ a%mﬁﬁw I SAwE: RS sy SfeEmAT R 3
mml ] "-q-( ;103)8%5 IBARHAEY  fyqeed, AR

...... . - Sankara obvioug]
chapter being mostly in the fo:nsn yoir"n cathortiors oot the frs

duality ) as supported by reason algo,

hims’i‘ﬁe{ w‘c‘)r;rlﬁ Bé':w ha\vi:tg been thus disposed of by Sankara

Pimsel , h q ﬁ!}a (1-18) need not any longer be taken to
een cited as a Sruti by Sankars, And Anandagiri confirms

1. Whether 3 ey i
) T "] #®7: in the comment
?‘;‘:Pter (I1-1) is an interpolation as contended byelIlVI:rySon e second
€1t an open question for the present, - S8rma, may be
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this view in his gloss on TTI-1-“ g3qr@ werwor * a1 24 4 @’ 4
IRTERAN Fq I | @ g BRI TEWA g aRa 9
giefRa: 07 (p. 104) The expression ‘g9t = eqfd * in the Bhasya
under ‘dw: 3 should, in the light of the above, be interpreted
as anticipating only a Karika of the Prakarana and not as
conferring any scriptural character upon ‘ gy 3¢ @ ffza.’ Two
more contexts, in which this same word ‘ 23y ° occurs not only
justify this view, but throw an unexpected light upon the
question at issue. ‘#&yfy =’ in the Bhasya on the sixth Karika
(p. 33) refers to III-28 ; while another in the Bhasya on the
twelfth Mantra (p. 60 ) refers to III-16. Now in both of these
cases reference is to an undisputed Karika of Gaudapada and
leaves us no choice but to admit that Sankara did attribute the
Agama Prakaranato thesame author that wrote the Advaita
Prakarana. )

The above facts added to the circumstance that Sankara
is nowhere seen, in his accredited works, to quote the disputed
Karikas as Sruti, should force us to conclude that he in no way
regarded the first chapter as part of the Upanisad. An addi-
tional piece of evidence that he did regard the chapter as part of
Gaudapada’s work, is furnished by his attributing two of the
Karikas (ITI-15, I-716) to Gaudapada, as ‘one who is acquainted
with the right tradition, (dsm % dyziafas) agfeq Br. Sat. L-4-4 :
Ik dugEArETa: Br. Sat, 11-1-9 ).

Mr. Sarma has drawn quotations from the Vivekactidamani,
the N;sirhha—TapanIya-Upanisagi—Bhésya and the Visnu-Sahasra-
-Nama-Bhasys, to show that Sankara recognises the disputed
portion of the Karikas as Sruti. Scholars are not unanimous in
ascribing these works to Sankara and there are very good reasons
to believe that most probably these are productions of different
and later authors. As I intend to place before the public the
internal and external evidences concerning the authorship and
date of these writings, I shall not pursue the argument any
further here. We may note, however, that they have never been
attributed to Sankara by any early Advaitin. Their evidential
value is thereby greatly diminished more especially in the light
of the positive incontrovertible proofs which we possess and

can adduce.
1I

We may now pass onto the evidence furnished by Sureévara,

the immediate disciple of Sankara. I have already given at length
the passage from the Guru’s Bhasya which decisively takes the




200 Y. Subrahmanya Sayma

;ng]n.a Prakarana 8s one of the four monographs. But the open
ng lines of the Bhasya are so ambiguously worded ss to leaé

ya itself is included in the 9%
(o~
e that led Deussen to remark that

ler ndakya which is extant und
name of Sankara treats thig and Gaudapada’s Kérik;: azrot?;?

and seems to regard the wh i

) ole as in no i
( [ ! vhole sense an Upanisad
thimais w(’fﬂﬁ@@d 0 STy S 1). And with
fhis wor agre_e the fa(}t b}:lat the Mandikya is not quoted either
Deus: n{-al‘lg;%utras or in Sankara’s commentary on them,” (p. 30
en’s 1losophy of the Upanisads’ : o to

Do . ; . panisads’). I have not been abl
ti:itin tSraemk‘;n'a. 8 gem~une_ any Sruti quotations that may 8l")e ?lit::
tin hisyh acihto.the Mandikya and Deussen does not explain why
o Shyx;o esis, Gaudapada first sets his doctrine in prose in s;
poeriy_c:-togg;aéraph and prlains himgelf af great length in

“urvy procedure evidently.! Be this as i

‘I,::) 131; s:sg?ce of zfnir other testimony from earlier wsriI:erI:asirt;

/ ve of some Interest to scholars to k Svars
direct disciple of Sankara calls the Mandﬁkt;::’ :28:]1?:;?::; e

" iSRRI wer s |

(Brihad. Vartika 3-8-2
But to resume the present discussion, & p. 1254)

three Vartikas (I-4-615712 and 744 ) wh
‘E)een quoted. Suredvara is indeed not quite
Is a passage in his Naigkarmya
doubt as to his exact attitude,

Mr. Sarma refers to

. explicit here, But there
-Siddhi which leaves us in no

:ﬁ:‘"‘%ﬁgﬁ‘@“ﬁ*mﬁ"““ﬂ)
TES: S omy eawasta: |
Rt woh: e gay T W (4-42)
TN AT T8 —
SYHR GATSaT st e |
aqwffgm ST T orEm | (4-43 )
T MSAR: q¥reamt: sy |
SN e R 1l ( 4-44)

1. Nei i
1. Neither is Mr, Sarma's explanation of the repetition altogether

free from objection: for. it i i
: 3 Tor, 1t is quite uncom i
explain themselves at such length in dlokaqs. o o the Upanieads to
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The first thing that strikes one is that SureSvara expressly
attributes to Gaudapada two of the disputed Karikas (including
the very one whose scriptural nature Mr. Sarma has been at such
pains to infer). This portion of Naiskarmya-Siddhi being
meant for the satisfaction of those that demand an authority for
Suresvara's rationalistic position (=r=arsi tﬂ'{l‘-’{ﬂ&: ), he naturally
appeals to both viz. Gaudapada and Sankara as two un-
impeachable authorities. ( siRmagACARREE—p. 194, Nai
Siddhi, Bombay ).
‘ III

anndagiri’s evidence is not so valuable for our purpose as
oither Sankara’s or Sureévara’s, especially because he is a very
recent writer on Vedanta. (See Mr. T. M. Tripathi’s Intoduction to
Tarkasangraha of Anandajiana, Gaikwar Oriental Series).
At any rate, it is certain that there have been at least two glos-
gators of the name of Anandagiri both of whom Mr. Sarma has
been indiscriminately quoting in his support, thus conferring
upon them an identity untrue to fact. Anandagiri who deals with
Suresvara-Vartika is entirely in favour of the Upanisadic
theory. As pointed out by Mr. Sarma “ he makes a clear distinct-
tion between the Karikas occurring in the first chapter of
Gaudapada which he distinctly dubs Sruti-texts (g swoRETR)
and others occurring elsewhere in Gaudapada which he quite
faithfully attributes to Gaudapada by name' (&urATaRl A

qaoRna ).

1 shall now proceed to quote from the other Anandagiri the
glossator on the Karika itself, to show how diametrically opposite
views are held by these two persons:—

Treudins & saafm s |
AT SRARIR, 1Ry Gansea: |

In this opening verse Anandagiri proposes, in unmistakable

language, to anslyse the Bhasya on Gaudapada. Ihave already

1. I am not quite sure whether Gaudapada is the actual name of the
author of the Karikas. Sureévara may be referring to him only as
one of the five Gauda Brabhmins of the North in the same way as he is
referring to Sahkara as a Dravida, In any case the author of the
Karikas must be quite ditferent from lis namesake the commentator
on the Sabkhya Karikd, as well as the commentator on the Uttaragita
for obvious reasons,

+ This remark which Mr. Sarina makes in connection with Suresvara
also is inapplicable to him for recasons already given; but it remains
perfecily true as applied to Anandagiri, the glossator of Ardhavirtika.
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referred to his explanation of ‘smrasary’ as * TFARTIIH, wi -
s i wher.eby he distinguishes the first chapter of the
&rika from the Upanisad proper. Quite in accordance with this,

he says in his gloss on the Bhas i
sya expound
sentence of Gaudapada— pounding the very. fes

* st aR¥an qeme e T
mwﬁmﬁ:ﬁn”@ﬂﬂ G P TSI 3 | dga
‘This is crystal-clear. Its im ort was v -
stood by Madhva writers like the alf)(:hor of the ’_‘;fa);a:g‘z'lzli Ivt'r]lnij:;
Mr. Sa.rma himself quotes with approval. I do not un.derstand
.why, in f;hese circumstances Mr, Sarma has exercised his
(m‘ggnulty In explaining away a plain statement of Anandagiri.
T T ARSI JieTTa, AR e g Ao <o
TR, SARRATE: 1), as implyi istincti
e e grgika; as implying a distinction between two
v
Coming down from Sankars and Suresvara in whom one
can find no traces of the Upanisadic notion, one seeks in vain
for a. confirmation or a denial of it either in Bhiaskara or-Ramanuja
tw9 Important Bhasyskaras both of whom are hostile critics of’
ankara’s system. Ramanuja, indeed, quotes a Karika (I-16 )
buj: ?nly to dispose of it as having no reference to Sankara’s
Ma.yavida. He makes no allusion to its character either as
scriptural ?r other; neither does he quote from the Mandikya or
from the fllsputed Karikas elsewhere in all his extensive vzvritings .
Hezlce his attitude to the Karika is quite indeterminable. That
h? is n?t always exact in his quotations, may be gathered from
his f.usmg two different quotations into one,! both in Sri-Bhasya
and in the Vedanta-Dipa on Sitra I-1-31. v
Ra chan.g_a_ Ramanuja and Kiranarayana, both followers of
manujacarya have commented upon the Mandikya. The
former has omitted the Karika portion altogeth'ei', while the
latter has _c?mmented upon it as a part of the Upanigad. Mr
Sarmsa cpnsxders him to have been a contemporary diéciple ol':
Ramanuja. If so, he would perhaps be the first known authority
who made any reference to the tradition of the Upanisadic
theory. His commentary on the Mandikya, moreover, bef;‘rays
very c:lose resemblance to that of Madhvicarya exce;w where
the exigency of the system requires s departurt-‘:. Are we to

1. 3 =y - . —~— - . . © .
0 b fm ‘m m TA9% 318 AW guere Ffiagmin @y 0’ This
nd'partly in the Brhadvartiks and pertly in the Rgveda.
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suppose that Madhvéacirya was indebted to this Kirandrayana
for his thoughts on the Mandakya ? This seems improbable.

However this may be, we may set aside the evidence of
Karanarayana for the present, inasmuch as his date has. not:
been finally settled as yet. As Mr. Sarma himself admits, the
present’ followers of Ramanuja are inclined to place this writer
later than Vedanta Deéika; and they are not wrong either, because:
Karanariyana's commentary on I$avasya (Szmamy) is mostly
a paraphrase of Desika’s; Kuranaraiyana himself says,—

Y YRR S AR S ST |
qAEaE: shaargd gRm: \—(Mysore, Telugu Edn).

The net result is that we cannot confidently specify a single:
Visistadvaitic ( fARmiga ) writer contemporaneous with Ramanuja
who believed in the Upanisadic nature of the Karikas.

v

Now to the upshot of the whole enquiry. There is little or
no evidence to suppose that before Madhva, the Upanisadic
theory was in existence or that it was consciously believed in or
referred to by any writer definitely known to have flourished
before that Acarya. Mr. Sarma has not succeeded in carrying
us a step further than that Madhva and writers after him have
generally proceeded on this impression; while some of them have
argued in its defence. Of coursehe has made a learned attempt to
prove that the first twenty-nine Karikas have been invariably
considered to be Sruti by writers earlier than Madhva. But un-
fortunately whensver there seems to be indubitable testimony
in his favour, its date or genuineness is found not to have passed
beyond the disputable stage; and whenever he appeals to sources
admittedly earlier than Madhva, the evidence is either vague and
insufficient, or else decidedly against him.

We shall leave the matter here. We need not trouble our-
selves with the conclusions that might be drawn from a prior:
considerations such as the arrangement of the Karikas or
the interpretative difficulties that are imagined by Mr. Sarma to
beset the Advaitin. For, where we have to deal with probabilities
there is always room for divergence of opinion. Nor need we
pause to consider the value of Brakma Tarka and Garuda Purdna
to which Madhva appesals as his main support. For, the formeris a
literary work known only to himself, while the latter is & Pur&ina
whose contents are likely to be by no means constant. Of course
I do not doubt the bonafides of Madhva. Perhaps he had access
‘to Brahma Tarka when he wrote his Bhasya. But would it not

8
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}{Iize explaining the unlfnown by the unknown, if we attempted to

x the nature of the Agama Prakarana during pre-Mé.dhva days
on the strength of this solitary quotation from a work unkn own’
to anz w;iter either before or after Madhva ?

8 I have said at the commencement of this article
gg];uB.t ]ﬂ'. Kns%mamurtl Sarma has produced ample testimony’
b oepne 1ijr;:)n';unem; exp‘oneflts of the three schools of Vedanta
hoa o da he Upanisadic theory of the Gaudapada Karikas
e 54 n: currency not only among the followers of Madhva
P I;)lnfg a}tl 'Post-Madh"ra Vedantins, Much credit is
Whotms o;* aving done.thls service to Oriental scholarship.
by o Adpa?t' of an I_hzam?ad came to be mistakenly regarded
o the & valiing as Karikas or whether a portion of the Karikas
of Matt recently got converted into an Upanisad in the eyes
o ad vas.and latter-day Vedantins,' it cannot be denied
o L osnclgllous p?l‘e.nomenon exemplifies the process of trans-
tiox tat .rehglous and. philosophical works must have
e ]fi t;e at a time when traditional sanctity was more valued
ban, sf dor1ca.1 accuracy. Mr. Sarma suggests that after all

1apada might have had access to an original Upanisad with

. an explanatory tract thereon, on which again he based his more
e!aborate treatise. Thus, the twenty-nine Karikas may have
simply served as the nuclei of his later 'and more detailed

trestiss. But this bare ibili
I possibility unsupported by evid ill -
rank no higher than an ingenious fancy, d enee wil

P. 8. The Editor has kindl i
] | : y sent to me in original th
bl.gbhartlcl.e.by Mr. B N. Krishnamurti Sarma, Asgit onl;n(ci)ea;;
with additionsal evidence from writings dating after the twelfth

century there is very little f
0 :
neerly a year ago. r me to modify what I wrote

1. This may perhaps explain h ij i
one of the undisputed Kirikgs a8 S’ru(::g Vijine Bhikeu heppened to enll

EMANUEL SWEDENBORG AND
HIS PHILOSOPHY.

D. GOPAUL CHETTY.

Emanuel Swedenborg, the father of modern Philosophy was
an illustrious and a far-seeing man of science, an epoch-mak-
ing philosopher, an enlightened seer, a many-sided man, a
heaven-directed theologian, a prophet of the New Christian Era
and the world recognises him as one of the greatest geniuses of
his age.

He was born ab Stockholm in 1688 and died in London in
1772. His father, Jesper Swedberg was a Court Preacher, Profes-
gor in the University of Upsala and finally Bishop of Skara.
The boy was thus familiar with the atmosphere of the Court and
came into some sort of contact with the leading men of his
country. His mind was thus early stored with vivid impressions
of persons and views of events of general importance. In his
youth, he was surrounded by an atmosphere of loving piety and
theological study. Writing to a friend in old age, he says:
* Prom my fourth to my tenth year, my thoughts were constantly
engrossed in reflecting on God, on salvation, and on the spiritual
affections of man. From my sixth to twelfth year, it was my
greatest delight to converse with the clergy concerning faith;
to whom T observed, that charity or love, is the life of faith, ”
This shows that from the time of tecthing he was a reformer. As

a child, he thought differently from children; and as a man,
differently from men. His parents doted upon their Emanuel
and in their parental ecstacy declared that the angels spoke
through his mouth.

He entered the University of Upsala in 1699 and pursued
his studies in the faculty of philosophy for ten years and after-
wards graduated in that University. It was during this time, the
Cartesian controversy was raging and he was therefore brought
under the spell of revolutionary spirit and was imbued with the
fresh intellectual impulses of the age.

His brother-in-law, Eric Benzelius, the University Librarian
and a learned scholar, encouraged the young student’s zeal for
mathematics and the physical sciences and aided him greatly
to make a tour abroad. In 1710, he went abroad for a tour of
five years, embracing England, Holland, France and Germany.
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THE MANDOKYOPANISAD AND GAUDAPADA. -
By A. VENKATASUBBIAH.

TrE Mandikya is one of the ten ‘ major ’ upanisads, the other nine being the Téﬁvﬁsya,
Kena, Katha, Pra¢na, Mundaka, Taittiriya, Aitareya, Chandogya and Brhadaranyaka.
.Though it is the shortest of the ten,! and in fact, of the hundred-and-eight upanisads, it is
esteemed to be the best. Compare, for instance, Muktikopanisad I, 26-29 :

Mdéndikyam ekam evilam mumuksindm vimukiaye || 26 ||
tathdpy asiddham cej jiidnam dadopanisadam patha |
jidnam labdhvd ’cirdd eva mdmakam dhdma ydsyasi || 27 ||
tathdpi drdhatd no ced vijfidnasydfijandsuta |
dvdtrimsdkhyopanisadam samabhyasya nivartaya || 28 ||
videha-muktdv icchd ced astottara-satam patha |

*‘ The Mandikya alone is sufficient to lead aspirants to liberation. If even so (i.e., even ,

after reading it), knowledge is not attained, read the ten upanisads ; you will then soon obtain
knowledge and attain my abode. If even then, O son of Afijan,? there is no firmly-esta-
blished knowledge, read again and again the thirty-two upanisads and return (to my abode).
If there is desire for videha-mukti (liberation after leaving the body), read the hundred-and-
eight upanisads.” :

The Mandikya consists of but twelve sentences, and the first seven of them, in which

--the teaching of the upanisad may be said to be complete, are found with little or no variation

in the Nrsimha-pirva-tipint (4, 2), Nrsimhottara-tdpini® (1) and Ridmottara-tdpini upanisads

also, while the substance of their teaching is given, in the same words mostly, in the
Yogactidamani (72 fi.) and Ndrada-parivrdjakae (7, 3 fi.) upanisads.

The Mandikya has, as is well known, 215 karikéds or compendious verses attached to it, .

which form an appendix or supplement to it. These verses are grouped into four prakaranas
or sections known as Agama-prakarana, Vaitathya-pra®, Advaita-pra®, and Alatasénti-pra®,
which contain 29, 38, 48 and 100 verses respectively. The verses of the last three prakara-
nas are to be read one after the other regularly, but those of the first are not. They are in-
terspersed among the sentences of the Mandikya in the following manner : vss. 1.9 are inter-
posed between sentences 6 and 7, vss. 10-18 between sentences 7 and 8, and vss. 19-23
between sentences 11 and 12, while vss. 27-29 follow sentence 12.

According to the opinion current among scholars of the Advaita school, the sentences
of the Mandikya alone are §ruti (i.e., divine revelation), and all the 215 kérikas are written
by Gaudapéida, the teacher of Govinda-bhagavatpidda, who was the teacher of Sri Sanka-
ricirya, the founder of the Advaita school. According to the scholars of the Dvaita school
of Sri Madhvécarya (or Anandatirtha), however, the kirikas of the last three sections only
are to be attributed to Gaudapada, while those of the first prakarana (which, as we have seen,
are interspersed among the sentences of the Méndiikya) form an integral part of the Mandi-
kya Upanigad, and have thus the character of $ruti. v .

It is my object in this paper to show that both these opinions are wrong. - For, not only

“the 215 karikés, but the twelve sentences that comprise the Mandikya also have been written
by Gaudapida, as comes out clearly from Sankara’s commentary on the Mandikya and GK :4

1 The citations made in this paper from the ten major upanigads are based on the Anandaérama
editions ; those from the other upanigads are based on the Nirpayasigara Press edition of the Hundred and
Eight Upanisads published in 1913.

-3 je., Hanumén. The passage is addressed by $ri-Rama to him.

2 This upanigad contains, with many additions, the last five sentences also of the Mangdikya.

© 4 le., Gaudapada-karikis.
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(1) After two’ benedictory stanzas, Sankara begins the commentary proper with the
following sentences :—

om ity etad akgaram idam sarvam tasyopavydkhydnam | veddntirtha-sdra-samgraha-
bhitam idam prakarana-catustayam om-ity-etad-akgamm-ity-ddy drabhyate | ata era na
prthak sambandhdbhidheya-prayojandni vaktavydni | ydny eva tu veddnte sambandhdbhi-
dheya-prayojandni tiny eveha bhavitum arhanti | ...ooonnt tatra tdvad om-kdra-nir-
naydya prathamam prakaranam dgama-pradhdnam dtmataltva-pratipatty-updya-bhitam |
yasya dvaita-prapaficasyopasame ‘dvaita-pratipatti rajjvim iva sarpddi-vikalpopasame
rajjutativa-pratipattih | tasye dvaitasya  hetuto vaitathya-pratipddandya  dviliyam
prakaranam | tathd ‘dvaitasydpi vaitathya-prasarga-praptau yuktitas tathdtva-daréandya
trtiyam prakaranam | edvaitasya tathdtva-pratipatti-pratipaksa-bhitdni ydni vdddnta-
rény avaidikdni tesdim anyonya-virodhitvdd alathdrthatvena tad-upapaitibhir eva mnird-
karandya caturtham prakaranam |

He states clearly in the first two of these sentences (@) that the work that he is going to
comment on begins with the words om ity etad aksaram idam. . .., (b) that it consists of four
gections, and (c) that the work with its four sections is an epitome of the teachings of the
Vedinta. In the last five of the sentences cited, he states (1) that the first section explains
the significance of the syllable om and the nature of the Atman, and consists mostly of
propositions &; (2) that the second demonstrates with reasons the falseness of dualism ; (3)
that the third shows with reasons the rightness of Advaita ; and (4) that the fourth shows
how the very arguments, urged by opponents of Advaita belonging to non-Vedic schools,
are mutually destructive and serve only to firmly establish Advaita.’

The words om ity etad aksaram. .. .cited by Sankara form, as can be seen, the begin-
ning of the Mandikya ; and it hence becomes clear that, in Sankara’s opinion (1) the Agama-
prakarana began with these words, and not with atraite slokd bhavanti || bahis-prajiio vibhur
vidvo. . ..as believed by present-day pandits of the Advaita school, and (2) that all the
four prakaranas have the same author. In other words, it is clear that the twelve sentences
comprising the Mandikya are, in the opinion of Sankara, of the same nature as the verses
which, with these sentences, form the Agama-prakarana, and that they have been written
by the same person as wrote the 215 karikas.

(2) That the Agama-prakarana began with the words om ity etad aksaram...., and
that they were written by the author of the karikas is, further, made plain by two observations
of Anandagiri. When explaining GK. IV. 1, Anandagiri writes : ddy-anta-madhya-man-
gald granthdh pracdrino bhavantity abhipretya dddv om-kdrcccdrancvad ante - para-devatd- :
prandmavan madhye’pi para-devatd-riipam upadesidram prapamati. The words dddv om- e
kdroccdramavat used here refer to the om that stands at the beginning of Mandikya :
om ity etad aksaram idam.... .Similarly, when explaining the second stanza, yo visvdimd
vidhija-visaydn. . ..that occurs in the beginning of Sankara’s commentary, Anandagiri ob-
serves: anye tv ddya-Slokam mila-glokdntarbhiitam abhyupagacchanto  dvitiya-slokam
bhdsyakdra-pranitam abhyupayanti | tad asat | uttara-élokesv iva ddye’pi Sloke bhdsyakito

. vydkhydna-pranayam-pmsaizgdt | om ity etad aksaram ity-ddi-bhd.,sya-virodhdc ca.

Anandagiri’s reference here to ¢ other ’ commentators (fikdkdra) who looked upon the
first benedictory stanza, prajidndmsu-pratinaib sthira-cara-ni kara-vydpibhik.....as ‘ belcog-
ing to the original,’ and regarded the second stanza only as written by Sankara, is of much
interest in this connection. This first stanza is plainly benedictory in character, and strikes

5 This is according to the opinion of Anandagiri. He has himself however repo: ted in his ¢ikd on
Sankara’s bhdsya that there were some tikdkdras among his predecessors who thought that Sankara wrote
one benedictory stanza only.

6 i.e., mere statements unaccompanied by reasons proving them.

7  And he thus indicates that the work with its four soctions is a unity conceived and executed ac
cording to a well-arranged plan.
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a personal note with its ‘ I bow to Brahman’; and since none of the hundred-and-eight
upanisads, with the exception of one,3 begins with any benedictory verse, it is clear that
the ‘ other ’ commentators also, referred to by Anandagiri, must have held the opinion that
the work before them, begnning with prajiindmsu-pratinaik, containing the sentence om
ety etad aksaram idam...., and ending with namaskurmo yathd-balam [GK. IV. 100d] was
wholly written by Gaudapida. In other words, these commentators must have believed
that the twelve sentences that are now regarded as comprising the Mandikya Upanisad formed
part of the Agama-prakarana which was written by Gaudapada (and which began with the
stanza prajiidndmsu-pratinaih). }

Parenthetically, I may observe that Anandagiri’s objections against the first stanza
forming part of the original work are not unanswerable. For, it is possible that it did really
stand at the beginning of Gaudapada’s work and that Sankara began his commentary with
the explanation of the words of the work proper (i.e., of the sentence om ity etad aksaram
idam. ....) not thinking it worth while to explain the benedictory verse. His statement
that the words om ity etad aksaram. ...mark the beginning of the work would not be incorrect,
as the work proper really begins with these words. And then there would be no need to
search for an explanation (that given by Anandagiri, as also the two mentioned by him as
given by other commentators is not very satisfactory) as to why Sankara wrote fwo benedicto-
ry stanzas having the same meaning. Moreoverthestanza prajhidndmsupratinaih. . .~ faithful-
ly reflects the opinions of Gaudapada, is just the one that he would write if he wanted to,
and is in all respects well suited to stand at the beginning of Gaudapida’s work.?

(3) That all the four sections are written by the same author, and that the first section
includes the twelve prose sentences (now known as the Mandikya Upan.) as an integral
part, is made plain by the cross-references also that Sankara makes in his commentary. Thus,
in his commentary on GK. I, 6, he observes, Similarly the author!® writes below vandhyd-
putro na jdnddi ’ and refers to GK. III. 28cd. In his commentary on sentence 12 in the
Agama-prakarana, he observes, ¢ Similarly, the author writes below, dsramds trividhd hindh
[=GK. III. 16].” While explaining GK. II. 1, he writes, ““ It has been said above, jidte
dvaitam na vidyate (=I. 18] ” ; similarly, in his commentary on GK. III. 1, he writes, *“ The
(result of the) full comprehension of the significance of the syllable om has been declared
above in the statements prapaficopasamah éivo ’dvaita. .dtmd (=sentence 12] and jiidie
dvaitam na vidyate.” The latter passage is referred to again by Sankara in his commentary
on GK. IV, 73, where he has observed, * It has already been stated above, jiidte dvaitam
nae vidyate.” .

It will be noticed that in the words cited above from Sankara’s commentary on GK.
III, 1, he makes no distinction between sentence 12 and GK. I, 16. Similarly it can be
seen from the words, ““ Thus the author has said below, J#idte dvaitam na vidyate,” that
occur in his commentary on sentence 7, that he makes no distinction between the verses and
prose sentences of the first section, but holds them to be the writing of the same author.
These cross-references thus show that Sankara holds that the verses in GK. IT-III, and also
the verses and prose sentences in the Agama-prakarana, are written by the same author.

8 The Niralambopanigad ; but there is no personal note in its benedictory stanza which reads, nama#
givdya gurave sac-cid-dnanda-mirtaye | nisprapaficdya édntdya nirdlambdya tejase.

9 TFor it indicates what the subject-matter, purpose, relation, etc., of the book are. Compare in
this connection Anandagiri’s observation : arthdd apeksitam abhidheyddy-anubandham api sicayati.

10 There is no word in the original that corresponds to ‘author.’ Sankara merely uses the verb dah,
leaving the subject to be understood. We can supply the word érutih as subject if we like (ons has to do so
frequently in similar circumstances in Sahkara’s commentaries on the Isivdsya and other upanigads)
or the word &cdryak (teacher), granthakartd (author), or similar word. For the reasons shown, we cannot
supply the word $rutih, and I have therefore supplied the word ‘author ’ as subject. :




184 THE INDIAN ANTIGUARY [ OcToBur, 1933

(4) Who this author was, is made plain by the following verse which is found at the end
of Sankara’s commentary on GK. :
prajii-vaisdkha-vedha<ksubhita-jalanidher veda-ndmno ’ntarastham - - :
bhitdny dlokya magndny avirala-janana-graha-ghore samudre |
kérunydd uddadhdrdmitam idam emarair durlabham bhiitahetor
yas tam pljydbhipijyam parama-gurum amumn pdda-pétasr nato "smi ||

“T bow and prostrate myself many times at the feet of my grand-teacher,’! that one
who is adorable among the adorable, and who, seeing the world sinking in the ocean that is
terrible with the crocodile of unceasing birth, out of compassion for it, extracted from the
ocean named Veda, by churning it with the churning-stick of his discernment, this nectar
(i.e., this work) which is unobtainable by gods.”

We know from other sources!? that this grand-teacher was Gaudapada ; and since the
Veda, like the ocean, is fourfold (consisting, as it does, of the Rk, Yajus, Siman and
Atharvan), it is indicated in this stanza that its essence, too, which Gaudapéda extracted, is
a four-sectioned work. In other words, this stanza too indicates that Gaudapada was the
author, not only of prakaranas II-IV, but of the Agama-prakarana also.

(5) The fact that Sankara regards the prose sentences and also the verses that comprice
the Agama-prakarana as the work of Gaudapada, is sufficient by itself to show that he did
not regard them as §ruti. This is made plain by the word prakarana also which he has used
in the sentence veddnidrtha-sira-samgraha-bhitam idam prakarana-catustayam cm-ity-elad-
aksaram-ity-ddy drabhyate which has been cited in (1) above. The significance of this word
is well brought out in the following explanation’3 given by Anandagiri : “ The commentator
explains his object with the words veddnia. . ..Is the work that he is going to comment upen
a ddstra or a prakaranpa ? It is not the first; for it does not deal thoroughly with all the
matters that appertain to the subject treated of. It deals with one matter only, and ig
therefore a prakarana.” A

This discussion about $dstra and prakaranpa and about the propriety of classifying the
work in question under either of these two heads is very significant. It shows unmistakably
that the work in question is written by a human author and is not a éruti text. Sruti texis
are supreme and stand above all classification ; and it would be regarded as sacrilege were
one to examine a éruti text and declare in what particulars it satisfied, and in what other
particulars it f~*led to satisfy, the definition of a édstra or prakarana ; 14 compare the maxim,

11 Qr ‘great teacher’ parama-gury means ¢ grand-teacher > and also °great teacher.’

12 Works like Vidyaranya's Sankara-dig-vijaya. According to these books, the line of succession is as
follews :—Vyassa, Suka, Gaudapéda, Govinda-bhagavat-pada, Gankara. Each was the immediate teacher
of the one next mentioned, and the immediate disciple or pupil of the one previously mentioned. Gauda-
pida was thus the immediate pupil of Suka, and the immediate teacher of Govinda-bhagavat-pada. This
succession-list seems to me to be dubious; the more so, since,according to the above-named work (5, 94 ff.),
Covinda-bhagavatpada is identical with Patafijali, auther of the Mahdbhdsya ; and hence I do not feol
sure that Gaudapida was the grand-teacher of Sanlara. Prof. Winternitz, on the other hand, has observed
(Geschichte der ind. Litteratur IIT, 430, n. 3) that ‘the order of succession—Gaudapéada, Govinda, Saikara—
is above suspicion.’

13 Lim idam ddstratvena vd prakaranatvena vd wvydcikhydsitam | nddyah | $dstra-laksandbhdvdd asya
addstratvdt | cka-prayojanopanibaddham asesdrtha-pratipddakam hi ddstram | datra ca nwké‘a-lak.sanaika-prayoJ
Jjanavattve’pi ndsesdrtha-pratipddakatvam | na dvitiyah | prakarana-lakqandbhdvdd ity dsankyéha veddnteti|
gdstram veddnta-sabddrthah | tasydrtho ’dhz’kdri-nimaya-gurdpaswiana-paddrtha-dvaya-tadaikya-vimdha-pari-
hdra-sdhana-phaldhyah | tatra séro jiva-parailkyam | tasya samyag-grahah samyrahah saméaya-viparydsadi-
pratibandha-vyuddsena tad-updyopadeso yasmin prakarane tat tatheti ydvat | tathd ca $dstraikadesa-sambad-
dham sdstra-kdrydntare sthitam idam prakaranatvend vydlhydtum istam nirguna-vastu-mdtra-pratipddakatvdt |
tat-pratipddana-samksepasya ca kdrydntara-tvdt prakaranatva-laksanasya cdtra sam pirnatvdd ity arthak |

14 Nor is it necessary that one should first explain one’s reasons in sotting forth to write a commentary
on a sruti text. As explained by Sayana at great length in the introduction to his commentary on the
Rgreda-samhitd, it is the duty of every dvija (twice-born one) to learn the Veda with its meaning : and hance
one needs no apology for writing o commentary on the Veda. A
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niyoga-paryanuyoginarhd bhagavati srutih. Sankara, assuredly, would not be guilty of such
sacrilege ; and his carefully-chosen words therefore make it plain that the four-sectioned book
that he is going to comment upon is not a ¢rufi text, but the work of.a human author.

A ra

Compare in this connection the sentences tad idam Gilddistram samastavedirtha-sira-
samgraha-bhitam and wveddnta-mimdmsd-sdstrasya vydcikhydsitasyedam  ddimam  sétram
that occur in the introductions to Sankara’s commentaries on the Bhagavad-gitd and Brahma-
sitras respectively ; and note the use of the word édstra in both sentences and that both these
books are written by human authors (i.e., are not ruti). Contrast, on the other hand, the
introductions to Sankara’s commentaries on the nine major ’ Upanisads, and note that
in not one of them is the word $dstra or prakarana used. :

It must be observed, however, that Anandagiri interprets the word pmkarazm:cat@i.,é,tayam
in Sankara’s above-cited sentence as prakarana-catustaya-visisgiamm. That is to say, he
dissociates the epithet om-ity-etad-aksaram-ity-ddi (after which, according to him, we have
to supply the words M dndikyopanisad-dtmakam vikya-dvidasakam, or other similar words)
from prakarana-catusiayam (to which it plainly belongs), and wants us to understand that
the discussion about édstra and prakarana is concerned with the four sections of Gaudapada’s

kirikds and has nothing to do with the Upanisad which begins with the words om ity etad

aksaram.

But Sankara’s words are quite unequivocal, and the word om-ity-etad-aksaram-ity-dds
is plainly an epithet of prakarana-catustayam. If, as Anandagiri implies, Sankara had used
it with reference to the ‘ Mandiikyopanisad,’ he would without doubt have said om-ity-etad-
aksaram-ity-ddyd Mandikyopanisad, as, for instance, has been said by Nériyanasramin (see
below) ; and hence Anandagiri’s explanation is tantamount to saying that Sankara is a
clumsy writer and does not know how to write properly. :

The fact is, Anandagiri is one of those that believe (see below) that the Mandikya is an
upanisad or §ruti - and since the above-cited words of Safikara indicate only too plainly that
it is not a $ruti, he tries, by means of the above explanation, to reconcile these words with
his belief. '

The explanation, however, is patently clumsy and can convince no one; it only shows
up in greater relief the sharp difference between Sankara and Anandagiri, and also bears
testimony that the above-cited words of Sankara indicate unmistakably in the opinion of
Anandagiri too that the work beginning with the words om ity etad aksaram. .. .is not éruti.

(6) That neither the prose sentences nor the verses that comprise the 4 gama-prakarana
were regarded by Sankara as sruti is made plain, further, by some other considerations also
that are based on his works, that is, on his commentaries on the nine ° major * Upanisads,
the Bhagavad-gitd and the Brahmasiitras : for I follow the general consensus of opinion in
believing that these are the only undoubtedly genuine works of Sankara.

(@) In the course of his commentary on the Brahma-sitras, Sankara has had occasion
to make hundreds of citations from $§ruti texts including the Rgveda-samhita, Taittirlya-
samhita, Véja;saneya-samhité; Aitareya-brahmana, Satapatha-brﬁhmana,, etec., and the
upanisads. He has made numerous citations especially from the upanisads, not only from
the ‘ nine major’ ones (i.e., I$ivisya, Kena, Katha, Prasna, Mundaka, Taittiriya, Aitareya,
Chéndogya and Brhad-iranyaka), but also from the Svetaévatara and Kausitaki upanisads.
Even the Jabalopanisad is cited by him more than once ; but the Mandtkya is not quoted
even once, nor is the name Mandtkya mentioned by him even once. See in this connection’
Deussen, Sechzig Upanishads des Veda (1805), p. 574: It is remarkable that Sankara
has not made any use of the Mandakya Upanisad in his commentary on the Brahma-siitras ’;
see also the index of quotations given at the end of vol. 38, SBE (Trans. of Sanikara’s above.
named commentary).
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This observation holds good of Sankara’s commentaries on the nine ‘ major ’ upanisads
and the Bhagavad-giti also ; in these commentaries, too, Sankara has quoted freely from the
éruti texts, especially from the nine ‘ major ’ upanisads named above, and the Svetasvatara
and Kausitaki upanisads. He has not cited even one single passage from the Mandikya.

The objection that the Mandiikya is a very short upanisad dealing only with the letter
om and its mdtrds, and that hence there was no occasion in which Sankara could, with pro-
priety, quote passages from this upanisad, is not tenable. The jsavasya Upanisad too is
almost as short as the Mandikya ; and yet Sankara has cited passages from it on scores of
occasions. Similarly, though the Mandikya deals only with the letter om and its mdtrds,
there are occasions when citationsfrom it would be quite apposite. Thus, for instance, in the
his commentary on the Vai§vanaradhikarana (1.2.24f.), Sankara has cited three passages—
one from the Chandogya and two from the Rgveda-samhitd, to illustrate his statement that
the word vaisvdnara is used in the Veda in different senses. Now this word is used in the
Mandikya (3), and there can be no doubt that a citation of this passage would be quite
apposite in this connection. Similarly, there are passages in the Chandogya, Brhad-aranyaka
and other major upanisads which treat of the letter om and with the jdgrat, svapna and
sugupti conditions, and in explaining which, citations from the Mapdikya would therefore
be quite appropriate. '

One should contrast with these Sankara’s commentary on the Mandikya and note how
he has cited from the Chandogya, Brhad-dranyaka and other major upanisads many passages
parallel to those he is explaining.

The fact then that Sankara has not cited any passage from the Mandikya in his other
works or even mentioned the name Mandikya, shows quite plainly that he did not look upon
the Méndikya as a $ruti text.

(6) This is shown, further, by a comparison of Sankara’s introduction to his comment-
ary on the Mindikya and GK with the introductions to his commentaries on the nine major
upanisads. In the case of these upanisads, Saikara has, it will be seen, used the words
Srutih, upanisad, mantra or bréhmana'® and thus indicated that he looked upon these texts
as druti ; but there is not one word found, either in the beginning or elsewhere, in his com-
mentary on the Mandikya and GK that would even remotely indicate that he looked upon
it as a Sruti text.

(¢) On the other hand, it is very significant that Sankara has, in the latter, often cited
Sruti texts, not as mere parallel passages, but as authorities for the statements made. Thus,
for instance, when explaining the word dnanda-bhuk in Mandikya 5, Sankara writes, ego’sya
parama dnanda iti $ruteh ; in explaining sarvesvarak in 6, he writes prina-bandhanam hi somya
mana it sruteh ; in explaining daksindksi-mukhe vidvo in GK. 2, he writes, indko ha vas
ndmaisa yo'yam daksine’ksan purusa it Sruteh ; in explaining sarvam janayati pranas cetomsin
purusah prthak in GK 6, he writes, yathornandbhih yathd’gner vigphulingd ity-ddi-sruteh ; in
explaining ekdtma-pratyaya-siram in 7, he writes, dtmetyevopdsita iti Sruteh ; and in explaining

‘turyam tat sarva-drk sadd in GK. 12, he writes, na ki drastur dister viparilopo vidyata its
Sruteh. .. .ndnyad ato’sti drastr ity-ddi-éruteh.’® In all these instances, it will be noted, Sankara
has cited the respective Sruti passages as authorities on which are based the statements con-
tained in the Mandiikya and GK. I. If he had regarded these as srufi, then these statements

15 Of these words, srut{ is & generic name and is synonymous with Veda ; mantra and bréhmana denote
the two subdivisions of the Veda (compare Apastamba-S$rauta-sitra, 24. 1. 31 : mantra-bréhmanayor veda-
ndmadhcyam), while the word upanisad is applied to some select portions of the Veda that deal, not with
ritual but with the knowledge of Brahman. That Sankara understood by this word a part of the Veda,
i= made plain by the discussion in his commentary on Munduka 1.1.5.

15 The sruti passages cited hore by Satkara are, respectivoly, Brh. 4. 3. 32 ; Chan. 6.8.2 ; Brh. 4.2.2;
1.4.10;1417 2.1.20 1.4.7 4.3.23and 3.8.11. N




OOTOBER, 1933 ] THE MANDUKYOPANISAD AND GAUDAPADA 187

themselves would have been authoritative, and there would have been no necessity to
establish that they are based on $rufi texts and are therefore to be accepted.

In the introductory portion of his commentary, when speaking of the prayojona (aim),
Sankara writes : advaita-bhdvah prayojanam | dvaita-prapaiicasydvidyd-kirtatvad vidyayd tad-
upasamak sydid iti brahma-vidyd-prakdsandydsydirambhah kriyate | “yatra hi dvaitam ivabhavati ,’
“ yatra vinyad iva sydt tatrdnyo nyat pasyed anyo ’nyad vijiniydt,” ‘ yatra tv asya sarvam
dtmaivdbhit tat kena kam pasyet kena kam vijiniydd iy-ddi-rutibhyo 'sydrthasya siddhi}.
He says in this passage (1) that the end desired is advaita : (2) that dvaita (dualism) is the
result of avidyd or wrong knowledge and disappears in the light of vidyd : (3) that the work
in question treats of this vidyd ; and (4) that, hence, when wrong knowledge and its result
dvaila disappear, advaita will be perceived as said in the $ruti passages yatra hi. . . .and other
similar ones. The éruti passages cited here by Sankara are Brh. Up. 2. 4. 14 (or 4. 5.
15) ; 4. 3. 31 and 4. 5. 15 ; and the word advaita occurs in the continuation of 4. 3. 31 (i.e.,
in 4. 3. 32).17

Now, the same thing is said in Mandikya 12 also ; and the fact that Sankara has not
referred to it in this connection shows that he did not look upon it as fruti. If he had regard-
ed it as $ruti, he would surely have mentioned it here and not had recourse to the Brh. Up.
for an appropriate $ruii passage.

Similarly, in the next paragraph but one, Sankara asks himself the question, ¢ How
does the understanding of the syllable om lead one to a knowledge of the dtman ? ’ and answers :
It is so said in om ity etat | etad dlambanam, etad vai Satyakima, om ity dtmdnam yufijita, om
tts Brahma, om-kira evedam sarvam and other similar $rufi texts.’t8 The same thing is said
in Méndikya 1 : om ity etad aksaram idam sarvam. . . .also ; and the fact that Sankara did not
include it among those cited shows that he did not regard it as druti.

(d) In the course of his commentary on the Brahma-sttras, Sanikara has had occasion
to cite a kérikd from the Agamaprakarana (Vs. 16 : anddi-mdyayd supto yadd jivah prabu-
dhyate | ajam anidram asvapnam advaitam budhyate tadd) when explaining 2. 1. 9. He does
not say there that it is §ruti, but introduces it with the words atroktam veddntdrtha-sampra-
ddya-vidbhir dedryaik, and thus distinctly says that the verse in question was written by a
human author. Compare his commentary on 1. 4. 14, where he cites GK. III. 15 (m7l-loha-
visphulirigddyaik. . ..), introducing it with the words fathd ca sampraddya-vido vadanti. A
comparison of the two introductory sentences shows that Sankara made no distinction between
the kérikéds in the first and third prakaranas, but looked on both as the work of a human
author.? . .,

II. The considerations set forth above thus make it plain beyond possibility of doubt
that Sankara regarded the Mandikya and the 215 karikds as the work of the same
human author. ‘- But, it may be objected here, Saﬁkara,, after all, is but one of the many

17 4.3.31-2 read as follows : yatra vd 'nyad iva sydt tatrdnyo 'nyat padyed anyo 'nyaj jighred anyo
'nyad rassayed anyo 'nyad vaded anyo 'nyac chrpuydd anyo ’nyan manvitdnyo ’nyat sprsed anyo 'nyad
vijintydd | salila eko drastd ’dvaito bhavaty esa brahma-lokah samrdt.....And it is this word advaita
that has been repeated by Saikara in the sentence advaita-bhdvah prayojanam cited above and later on in
the sentence advaitam iti druti-krto videso na sydt that occurs in his commentary on GK. I. 3.

18 The passages cited here are, respectively, Katha 2.15.17; Praéna 5.2 ; Mahénéarayana 24.1 ; Taitt.
Up. 1.8.1; and Chén. 2.23.4. -

19 The words atraite dlokd bhavanti occur four times in the Agama-prakarana when introducing the
karikds ; and Saikara in his commentary t00 uses the same word (#loka) when referring to them. See
PP- 253-1, 26-2, and 32-1 (the figures refer to the pages and lines of the commentary in the second Anandasrama
edition of 1900), and compare also his observation pranddi-slokdndm pratyekam paddrtha-vydkhydne. . ..on

- P. 88 in connection with some karikias in GK. II. In the commentaries on the nine major upanigads, how-
ever, Sankara usually paraphrases floka by the word mantra ; and the fact that he has not done so even once

-in his commentary on the Agama-prakarana is, it seems to me, a further proof that he did not look upon
either the Mandikya or the karikas contained in that prakarana as sruti.

——
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commentators on the Mandikya whom we know of ; and though his testimony deserves credit, it
is overwhelmed by that of the other commentators who have all said plainly that the Mandikya
is a $ruti text (while even Sankara has nowhere said in so many words that the Mandikya is
not a éruti text), Thus Madhvacarya writes in the course of his commentary iti manddka-
ript san dadaréa Varunah $rutim ; and Kiranardyana begins his commentary with the words
mumuksor adhikdrino nikhila-klesa-nivriti-pirvakam paramdnanddviptaye samasta-vyasta-
pranava-pratipddya-bhagavad-updsandm vaktum provitteyam upanisad. Narbyapaéramin too
begins his commentary with the following words : om-ity-etad-aksaram-idam-sarvam-ity-
ddyd Méndikyopanisac catuh-khandd | tdm khandadah pathitvd ‘traite dlokd bhavaniiti catuh-
parydyair GQaudapdddcdryé Nérdyapdnugrahena Sloka-racanayd vydcacaksire | tena Sruti-
tad-vyikhyd-ghatitam prathamam prakaranpam $ruti-priyam eveti tatra chiandasdndm upanisad-
vyavahdrah pravittah | evam tad-vicdrdtmaka-prakarana-traye ‘pi | veddntdrtha-sira-sam-
graha-bhitam idam prakarane-catugtayam | ata eva na prthak sambandhdbhidheya-prayo-
jandni vaktavyini | 20 . ~
Similarly, Sankarinanda writes Mdndikyopanisad-vydkhydm karisye pada-cdrintm
in the beginning of his commentary ; and Anandagiri himself, in his ki on Sankara’s
commentary on the Mandiikya, refers to it as upanisad or éruti on many occasions. Compare,
for instance, p. 2, 3: Mdndikyopanisad-arthdviskarapa-pardn api Slokdn ; 4.21 : dvitiyena
Méndikya-sruti-vydkhydna-ripena ; 12, 1: artham upapddya tasminn arthe Srutim avatdrayati.... .
srutim vydcaste ; 12, 9 : tasyetyddi $rutim avatdrya ; 12, 10 ; bhitam ity-ddi-drutim grhitvd ;
22, 1: vydkhydyamdna-érutau ; 25, 1 : dedryair Mapdikyopanisadam pathitvd.?! Thus these
commentators, though belonging to different schools of Vedanta, ™ agree in saying that the
Mandikya is a rufi text ; and the testimony of Sankara, as againé. .nat of these other com-
mentators, can be of but little account ; moreover, the archaic style in which the Mandtiikya
is written resembles closely that of the Chandogya, Brhadaranyaka and Kausitaki Upanisads
and shows that the Mandiikyopanisad too, is, as indicated by its name, an upanisad or éruti
text. »
These objections are very plausible ; but, as regards the latter, it must be observed that
not all books written in an archaic style are éruti texts, The Caraka-samhité, for instance,

that has come down to us and that was edited by Drdhabala (see Winternitz, op. cit. IIL
546 and n. 1) still retains abundant traces of the archaic style in which it was originally

20 Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in Tanjore Sarasvati Mahal Library, p. 1054, no. 1556 ; in the
third sentence I have corrected the reading srutis tad-vydkhyd- into éruti-tad-vydkhyd-, The meaning of
this passage is as follows: * The words om ity etad aksaram idam sarvam.....mark the beginning of the
Mandikyopanigad which consists of four sections. Reading it in sections, the teacher Gaudapada, through
the favour of Nardyana, explained it by means of verses which are in four series and are introduced (after
each section of the upanigad) by the words atraite §lokd bhavanti ‘ In this connection are read, the following
verses.” Thus, since the first section consisting of the #ruti and its explanation is prepond_erat-ingl'y éruti,
the practice grew up among Veda-knowers of calling it ‘upanigad,’ Similarly in the case of the latter
three prakaranas too that treat of the same matters. This collection of four prakaranas is an epitome of
the essence of the Vedanta-f8stra. And therefore there is no need to state separately (in words) the object
aimed, the subject treated of, and the relation (between the subject and the book).” '

2} Anandagiri however is not quite consistent in his views. In the passages just cited, he refers to the
Mandikya as druti, while in his explanation of GK. IV, 1 (cited far above) he holds that the words om ity
etad aksaram......(beginning of the Mandikya) have been written by the author of GK. IV, that is, that
the Mandikya is the work of a human author.

This inconsistency seems to be due to the fact that Anandagiri lived in a time when the Mandtkya
was regarded as an upanigad by every one. This therefore was the view of Anandagiri also ; but since he
undertook the work of writing & ¢¢kd on Sainkara’s commentary on that work, in which commentary Saikara
has plainly indicated (as we have seen above) that the Manddkya is not a druti text, his explanations come-
simaes reflect his own belief, and sometimes that of the bhdsyakdra.
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written ; and this book, as we know, is not a rufi text at all.22 And, as regards the other
commentators referred to above,even the earliest of them is posterior by at least three hundred
or four hundred years to Sankara, who is thus the earliest commentator that we know of on
the work in question. As such, therefore, his testimony deserves far more credit than that
of the other commentators ; and when there is a conflict between the two, we have neces-
sarily to give credence to the former and reject the latter. Now, though it is true that Sankara
has nowhere said that the Mandikya is not sruti, he has said that it and the 215 karikds have
been written by the ‘ great teacher’ (parama-guru). This statement effectively negatives
the idea of the Mandikya being sruti, and it becomes plain that the Mandikya is not a $ruts
text,2 but that it forms part of a work, which contains, besides, the 215 karikas, and which
was written by a human author.

In that case, it may be asked, what about the circumstantial account given by Madhva
about Varuna, in the form of a frog,  seeing ’ the Mandikya ? We answer, it is all pure
concoction. The Harivamséa does not contain the passage cited by Madhva or anything similar
to it. Nor is there any possibility of its containing it ; for, apart from other considerations,
the Mandikya was, as set forth above, written by a human author and not * seen ” at all
by any seer.

The charge has often been brought against Madhvacirya that he is addicted to the

fabrication of evidence, and that he very frequently cites passages from books which do not,
and did not at any time, exist. . Appayya Diksita, in his Madhva-mata-vidhvamsana, has
compiled a small list of such books cited by Madhva which includes Caturamatha, Métha-
‘kaurparava, Kaundinya, Mdndavya, Markandavya, Maudgalya, Pausyiyana, Sautrdyana,
Saukardyana, Kdithardyana, Périsaryiyane, M ddhyamdindyana, Kdsirave, Kausdra,
Kausayana, Brhad-udddlaka, Audddlakiyana, Kausika, Sawvarpya, Vatsa-gaupavana, Bhdl-
laveya, Agnivesya, Caturveda-$ikhd, Caturveda-samhitd, Paramd Srutih, Adhydtma-ndrdyana-
samhitd, Brahmavaikarta, Bhavigyat-parvan, Mahd-samhitd, Mdydtantra, Brahmalantra,
Ndérdyanatantra and Purugottamatantra. Similarly, the Viragaiva writer Nirvana too, when
criticising Madhva’s views in his commentary on the Kriydsira, uses the words (p. 24) sva-
vacanaprakatita-vaidika-ma‘rgdnanuguzm-bhdgavatatvendbhimata-sva-lcapola-Icalpila-z'acane, and
thus says that Madhva’s quotation from the Bhdgavatatantra is fabricated by Madhva. His
. words, it tad anadhita-veda-gandha-Bha‘llaveya-Kd_thardyam-Md_tkardyazza-s’ruti- Vyemasambhi-
tddhinam na bhavati | kim tu prasiddha evopanisadi....on P. 33 too seem likewise to indicate
that he considered mythical the Kdthardyana-éruti and the other above-mentioned works
cited by Madhva.

The justness of this charge is borne out by Madhva’s commentary on the Mandikya.
In this commentary (Kumbakonam edition), Madhva cites passages from Pddma, Brhat-
samhitd, Harivamsa (in the plural), Mahdyoga, Viriha, Prakdsikd, Mdérkandeya, Brahma-
tarka, Gdruda, Brahmdinda, Mdhitmya, Samkalps, Pratyaya, Pratyindré, Mahopanisad,
Praakta-sruti and Atma-samhitd, and many other works. Of these, Mahopanisad is the
name of an upanigad ; Pidma, Gdruda, Viriha, Mdrkandeya, Brahminda and Harivamsa
are the names of well-known Purarfas, and Brhat-samhitd the name of Varaha-mihira’s well-
known work. No works are known bearing the names Prakdsikd, Brahmatarka, M. dhdtmya,

22 Tt is interesting to note that, like the Mandikya, the Caraka-samhitd too has, at the end of many
of its sections (chapters), verses that are introduced by the words atraite or atraite slokd bhavanti. This is
the case with Vatsydyana's Kdmasitra and Kautilya's Arthasdstra also, works which were, like the
Magddkya, written in the early centuries of the Christian era.

33 It is the accepted canon of the Mimamsakas that the sole criterion of whether a text is ruti or not,
is its being known by the name of druti among the Veda-knowers from time immemorial (Srutitvena andd;-
kdla-dista-vyavahdrah). Such usage is not seen in the case of the Manpddkya ; for not only was it not known
a3 druti to Sainkara, who has commented upon it, but it is actually stated by him that it is the work of a
human author.
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Samkalpa, Pratyaya, Pratydhdra, Mahiyoga, Prakata-éruti and Atma-samhité. The passages
cited by Madhva from the Harivamia, Mahopanisad and Brhat-samhitd are not found in
the books mentioned bearing those names, and are evidently fabrications of Madhva. So
are, likewise, the citations from Prakata-$ruti and other mythical books 24 ; and to judge
from these, it is also very probable that his citations from the Pddma, Gdruda and other
Puranas are likewise fabrications.

It is of interest to note in this connection that, according to Madhva, the Mandikyo-
panisad is in praise of the four-formed Narayana, and the four forms praised of Néardyana,
namely, visva, taijasa, prdjna and turiya denote, respectively, Ganpesa, Indra, Rudra and
Narayana himself.

III. From the colophon at the end of Sankara’s commentary on prakaranas II

.(iti. .. .Saikara-bhagavatah krtau Gaudapddiydgamaidstra-bhdsye) and IV (iti... .Sarkara-

bhagavatah krtau Gaudapddiydgamasdstra-vivarane), we learn that the work comprising
the Mandikya and the 215 karikias bore the name of Agamasdstra and was written by
Gaudapada.2® :

The title Agamasdstra means ‘ the sdstra founded on the dgama,’ i.e., Veda, and refers,
without doubt, to the upanisads, on which, as a matter of fact, the book?2¢ is based. There
is hence no doubt that Gaudapada chose this title for his work in order to show that it was
based on the Veda and that it had for its object the establishment of Advaita as the only

‘true doctrine and the refutation of the teachings propounded, on the one hand, by Avaidikas

like Buddhists, and on the other hand, by Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas, Sankhyas and others, who,
though acknowledging the authority of the Veda, yet taught doctrines opposed to it.

The word dgama in the title dgama-prakarana, on the other hand, seems to be used in
a two-fold sense ; and the dgama-prakarana seems to be so called because (1) the teachings
contained in it are based on dgama, i.e., the upanisads, and also (2) because the prakarana
consists mostly of dgamas, i.e., mere propositions or statements that are not accompanied
with reasons. _

IV. Tt is this title Agama-$dstra, it seems to me, that has led to Gaudapéda’s work being
regarded as éruti. This happened as early as the middle of the eighth century A.p.; for,
as pointed out by Walleser (Der Aeltere Veddnta, pp. 21 fl. : see also Winternitz, op. cit. III,

24 The only other alternative is to believe that copies of these works existed in & library to which Madhva
had access, that these copies were unique, and that no other writer except Madhva (whether anterior, poste-
rior or contemporary to him) had access to that library. This is impossible, and hence one cannot but
conclude that Madhva fabricated evidence on a large scale.

For the rest, it is also most improbable that works could have existed bearing such names as Samkalpa,
Pratyaya, Pratyéhdra, Mdhdimya, Prakata-druti, Prakdéikd and other similar names.

It is also most improbable that the Pédma contains the passage, dhydyan Ndrdyanam devam pranavena
samdhitah | mandika-ript Varunas tustdva Harim avyayam which Madhva cites from it. The story of the
Mandokya having been ‘seen’ by Varuna when he had assumed the form of a frog, is, as said above, an
invention of Madhva ; and the Padma-purana, as originally written, cannot therefore know anything about
it.

26 This is shown by the words Gaudapddiya-bhdsya dgamasdstra-vivarane found in the colophon of the
third prakarana also. The colophon at the end of the first prakarana reads (in the above-cited edition)
qti....Sankara-bhagavatah krtdv dgamaddstra-vivarane Gaudapddiya-kdrikd-sahita-Mdndadkyopanisad-bhds-
ye.....; but there is no doubt that the last of the above-cited words (Gaudapddiya-°) has been added later by
some one, in the same way as the headings atha Mdnddikyopanisat end Gaudapddiya-kdrikdndm sva-krtam
avataranom have been added by the editor on pp. 11 and 25.

. 26 That is, the first prakarana in it (the other three prakaranas are mostly argumentative) ; this is based
on Brh. Up. 2. 1 and 4. 3; Pra¢na IV (see in this connection Sankara’s commentaries on these passages),
and eimilar passages in the Chindogya and Kausgitaki upanigads. Compare alto the numerous references
to the upenigads in GK. 11.1V and the expreseione veddnta-nifcavah and veddnt<su vicaksanaik in GK. I1.

12, 31.
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431, n. 1), the Buddhist writer Santirakgita 27 refers to Gaudapidda’s work as ‘upanisad-
#astra ’ and thus seems to have believed that Gaudapida’s dgama-édstra as a whole (i.e.,
“all the four sections of it) was an upanigad or éruti text. This opinion was current among
some pandits in the time of Naradyandéramin?8 also, whose words I have cited above ; and
I remember to have seen a printed edition of the 108 upanisads in which it was stated
at the end of each prakarana, iti Mdndikyopanisadi prathamam prakarapam, dvitiyam
prakaragam, etc. Similarly, the four prakaranas were treated as four upanigads in a manu-
script examined by the late Prof. Albrecht Weber who writes,?® ““ The Mdnddikyopanisad
is reckoned as consisting of four Upanigsads, but only the prose portion of the first of these,
‘which treats of the three and half mdtrds of the word om, is to be looked upon as the real
Manddkyopanisad, all the rest is the work of Gaudapéda.” The verses cited far above from
the Muktikopanisad too show that the author of that text also regarded the 215 karikés
as forming part of the Mandiikyopanisad ; for, his statement that ¢ the Mandiikya alone is
-enough to lead one to liberation’ cannot, obviously, refer to the twelve sentences only of
‘the Mandfikya, but also to the karikias30, which prove that dvaita is false, and advaita
alone, real. It is likewise interesting in this connection to note that the editors of the
Brahmasiitra-sdnkara-bhigya with three commentaries that was published by the Nirnaya-
sdgara Press in 1904 have, on p. 320, said that the krikd mrl-loha-visphulinigddyaik. .. .is
‘Mandda. 3. 15.°

. Ido not know when the view began to be current that the prose sentences in Gaudapada’s
-Agamasdstra formed an upanisad, and when the name Mdndikya3! was applied to them.
"As we have seen above, this is the view held by Ana.ndagiri, Nérayaniéramin and other
writers of the Advaita school, and also by Rangardménuja of the Visistadvaita school.

The view that the Mindtkyopanisad comprises not only the twelve prdse' sentences
found in the Agama-prakarana, but the 29 karikis also occurring in it, seems to be a still later
dewielopment This is the view of Kiraniriyana,3? and perhaps of Doddécirya or Mahi-
cirya also, both of the Visistddvaita school 33 ; and the words of Nardyandéramin cited above
show that he too was aware that some Veda knowers ’ regarded the whole of the Agama-
prakarana as constituting the Mandtikyopanisad. According to him, this view had its origin
‘in the fact that the Agama-prakarana with its 29 karikés is preponderatingly éruti, while the
opinion that all the four prakaranas constituted the upanisad, had its origin in the fact that
all the 215 kérikas treat of the same matters as, and are assocmted with, the Mandikya-
‘éruti ; see note 20 above.,

27 This writer was born in 705 A.p. and died in 765 A.D, according to the account given in 8. C. Vidya-
bhagapa’s History of Indian Logic, p, 323,

28 The exact time in which this author lived is not known ; but he mentions Saikara and Anandagiri,
and is therefore later than both,

“ - 29 History of Indian Literature (translation of John Mann and Theodor Zachariae), 1892, p. 161. In
the manuscript in question, the four prakarapas of the Mandikya form the upanigads numbered 25-28.

30 Compare in this connection the following observation of Deussen on p. 533 op. cit.: “Dass die
Muktika von diesen 108 Upanishaden in erster Linie Mandikya empfiehlt, ist, wenn wir die in der Sammlung
einbegriffene kirika des Gaudapéda darunter mitverstehen, von dogmatischem Standpunkte aus begreiflich ;
beide bieten eine vortrefliche Ugbersicht der Vedéntalehre.”

81 The nearest dpproach to this name that is met with in the Carana-vydha is Mdnddkeya ; and this is
there the name of a édkhd of the Rgveda.

83 According to Madhva, the prose sentences only constitute the Mandikyopanigad ; but the 29 kﬂrnkas
in the Agama-prakarana too, though not forming part of the upanigad, are éruti; they were ‘seen’ by
Brahma@ originally, and Varuna, when he ‘saw ’ the Mandikya, added the karikas after the various khandas
of the Mandtkya. Compare the stanzas, pramdnasya pramdnam ced balavad vidyate mune | Brahmaq-drstdn
ato mantrdn pramdnam saliledvarah | atra élokd bhavantiti cakdraiva prthak prthak|| ‘cited’ by Madhva
from the Qdruda in his commentary on the Manddkya.

33 See Mr. B. N. Krishnamurti Sarma in Review of Philosophy and Religion, 2, 55-6.
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It is hinted by Nardyanaéramin in his above-cited words that the epithet om-ity-etad-
akgaram-ity-dds in Sankara’s observation (veddntdrtha-sira-samgraha-bhitam idam prakarana-
catugtayam om-ity-etad-aksaram-ity-ddy drabhyate) at the beginning of his commentary refers
really to the Mandikyopanisad and should not be construed with prakarapa-catustayam,
which, as also the word veddntértha-sdra-samgraha-bhitam, refers to the four sections of
Gaudapédda’s kirikds. This interpretation is, as already pointed out above, quite untenable.
In addition, it may be observed that, in case Narayanaéramin’s (and Anandagiri’s) view is
correct, there would be no necessity at all for Safikara to discuss about édstra and prakarana
in the beginning of his commentary. It wouldhave been enough if Sankarahad made the usual
observations (compare the introduction to his commentary on the Kathopanigad) about the
meaning of the word upanigad ; and since the four sections of the kéirikas form an appendix
to the wpanisad, there would be no necessity to discuss anywhere about édstra and
prakarapa. Moreover, one finds it difficult to believe, as Nardyanasramin and Ananda.giri'
ask one to do, that Gaudapada began his work baldly and strangely, with the words atraite
Slokd bhavanti. No one has ever begun a book in this manner, and it is certain that Gauda-
pada too would not. '

V. Itis, as already observed above, very doubtful if Gaudapada, author of the Agama-
édstra, was the grand-teacher of Sankara. In his commentary on GK.I,9, and I, 12, Sankara
gives alternative explanations of padas cd and the word sarva-dk respectively ; this hardly
seems consistent in one who was a grand-pupil of the author, and indicates, on the other
hand, that there was a fairly long interval between the writing of the book and of the com-
mentary. Similarly, Professors Belvalkar and Ranade too have observed on p. 96 of their
History of Philosophy (vol. 2) : “The Karikas have been actually guoted by several early Bud-
dhistic commentators of the Madhyamika school, and dates make it impossible that they
should have been produced by a teacher’s teacher of a writer of the eighth century, as-San-
karicarya is usually taken to be.” Dr. Walleser, too, similarly opines (op. cit., p. 5 fi.) that
the Karikas were written in about 550 A.D. which also makes it improbable that their author
Gaudapada was the grand-teacher of Sankara. v

Dr. Walleser has also expressed (l.c.) the opinion that Gaudapada is not the name of a
man, but is the designation of a school, and that the Karikas are the work of this school.
This opinion seems to be endorsed by Professors Belvalkar and Ranade also who observe
(Le.) ; “ Further, seeing that even the author of the Naiskarmyasiddhi, Suresvaricarya, refers
to these Karikas as expressing the views of the Gaudas as contrasted with the views of the
Drividas (Nais. IV, 41 fi.), a doubt can be, and has been, legitimately expressed as to the
authenticity of the tradition which makes an author by name Gaudapidda (the pupil of
Suka and the teacher’s teacher of the great Sankaracérya) responsible for these so-called
¢ Mandikya Karikéas.’ »? :

This view is based on a misapprehension of Naiskarmyasiddhi, IV, 41-44, which reads
as follows :

kérya-kdrana-baddhau v isyete visva-taijasau |

prijiiah kirana-baddhas tu dvau tau turye na sidhyatah |41 ||
anyathd grhnatah svapno nidrd tattvam ajinatab |

viparydse tayoh ksine turiyam padam asnute || 42 ||

tathd Bhagavatpddiyam uddharanam :

suguptikhyam tamojiidnam bijam svapna-prabodhayok |
dtma-bodha-pradagdham syid bijam dagdham yathdbhavam | 43 ||
evam Gaudair Drvidair nab pijyair ayam arthah prakdsitah |

As explained by the commentator Jfidnottama, the first two of the above-cited stanzas
are from the Gaudapada-kéarikds (I. 11; 15) and the third from Bhagavatpada’s (i.e.,
Sankara’s) Upadedasahasri (17. 26 of the metrical version) ; and hence the words Gaudaih and
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Drévidaip do not mean ‘by the Gauda people and Dravida people’ but ‘by the Gauda
teacher and Drivida teacher,’ i.e., ‘ by Gaudapada and Sankara.” The meaning of stanza
44ab, therefore is, “ This has been thus explained by our revered teachers, Gauda[-pida]
and Sankara >’ ; and there is no mention in this stanza of the Gauda people and the Drivida
people.3*

For the rest, it also becomes plain from the Brhaddranyakopanizad-bhisya-virtika
of the same author, namely, Sure§vara, that he knew well that the Gaudapédda-karikés were
written by the teacher named Gaudapida. See, for instance, 1. 4. 389 (p. 510) : aniscitd
yathd rajjur iti nydyopabrmhitam | sphutdrtham Gaudapddiyam vaco 'rthe ’traiva giyate || ; 2.
1. 386 (p. 951): mihdesa-veda-siddhinta-vidvadbhir api bhdsitam | Qauddcdryasr idam
vastu yathd ’smdbhib prapaficitam || ; and 4. 4. 886 (p. 1866) : dlokimé ca Gaudapddider
yathoktdrthasya sdksinah | adhiyate ’tra yatnena sampradiya-vidah svayam. The
second of the stanzas cited here shows that -pida in Gaudapdda is added only for the sake
of respect (compare the words bhagavat-pdda, dcdrys-pdda, pijya-pida, pitr-pdda, etc.), and
that the real name is Gauda only. It is very probable that this was not originally a personal
name but was an epithet applied to the teacher in order to distinguish him from other teachers,
and that, in course of time, it wholly supplanted his personal name. Naigkarmyasiddhi,
IV. 44, cited above affords another instance of this word Qauda being used as a personal name.

VI. There is thus not the least doubt that there existed a teacher known as Gaudapada,
and that he produced the work known as Agamaddsira. As observed above, this work is
a whole, conceived and executed on a well-arranged plan. It is the purpose of the work to
establish the reality of Advaita ; and this it effectively accomplishes, positively, by showing
in the first prakarana, that the dtman in the turiya condition, when the world has disappeared,
is identical with Brahman, and, negatively, by showing, in the last three prakaranas, that
Dvaita is unreal. :

This work is thus the earliest systematical work on Vedanta that has come down to us.
And it says much for the genius of Gaudapida that he should have picked out, from the
heterogeneous mass of teachings contained in the upanisads, that about the Jdgrat, svapna,
and sugupti conditions, as the one that would directly prove the truth of Advaita, given it
clear-cut shape in the Agama-prakarana, and made it the corner-stone of his system of
Vedainta. A )

The value of this achievement is by no means lessened even if Gaudapada borrowed some
theories, arguments, stanzas and even passages from various other writers ; for, after all, it
is his genius that has bound all these diverse elements into a single whole.

It follows from this that the writers who have interpreted passages from Gaudapaida’s
work in a non-Advaitic sense are merely deluding themselves and are in the wrong ; for, it
must be remembered that, in case the passages in question have been borrowed by Gauda-
pada, whatever their original meaning may have been, they are interpreted by Gaudapida
in an Advaitic sense, and used by him to support his exposition of the Advaita philosophy.

The Agamasistra contains, as already pointed out by Deussen (op. cit., p. 574), all the
essential teachings (mdyd-vdda, ajiti-vida, rajju-sarpa-drstinta, etc.) of the Advaita systcm.
Sankara3’ has but elaborated and systematised these teachings, in the same way as Plato
did those of Parmenides; and Deussen’s comparison of Gaudapida and Sankara with
Parmenides and Plato is, now that we know that the Mandikya too is the work of
Gaudapada, true to a greater extent than was thought of by him.36

3% nah pijyair Gaudair Drdvidaih is equivalent to nah pijyair Gauddcdryair Dréviddcdryaih ; the plural
here is honorific.

35 Andit is perhapsthisfact that gave rise to the tradition that Sankara was the grand-pupil of
Gaugagi‘::l.y, there have been published by Mr. B. N. Krishnamurti Sarma two articles entitled ‘ New
Light on the Gaudapada Karikés ’ and ‘ Further Light on the Gaudapada Karikas’ in the Review of Philo-
sophy and Religion (2, 35 fi. ; and 3, 45 ff.) in which he has endeavoured to show that (not only the
Mandikya but) the 29 karikis also of the Agama-prakarana were regarded as sruti by not only Madhva
and Kdranardyana, but by Sankara himself, and also by Anandagiri, Sure§vara, Madbusidana Sarasvati
and other advaitin writers. I shall therefore review on another occasion the arguments employed thers

by Mr. Sarma.
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An Uma-Mahe§vara Sculpture from Benares

(A RerLY)

In the last issue of this Journal (IHQ., September, 1935, p. 584),
Mr. D. B. Diskalkar criticised my article—““A new Gupta sculpture’’.
published in 7HQ., vol. 1X, p. 588. Mr. Diskalkar intends to prove
that the sculpture is the production of the Mathura School of Art,
and was brought to Benares from Mathura. Tn support of his theory
he remarks, ‘I am not in a position to examine the sculpture in
original, but from my study of the Mathura sculptures I think that
it is no doubt a Mathura sculpture carved on a white-mottled red
sand-stone generally used for Mathura sculptures.”

It is strange that Mr. Diskalkar could find out the nature of
the stone used for the sculpture -only by consulting the photograph
supplied by me. On close examination of the sculpture I find it in
"Chunar sand-stone. :

Mr. Diskalkar remarks—‘‘One important point which Dr. Ganguly
has not noticed in this sculpture is that of the Urdhvalinga of Maheévara
which is also seen in the Mathura sculpture noted above and in some
more sculptures of Uma-Mahegvara preserved in the Mathura Museum."
Urdhvalinga in the Uma-Mahe§vara sculpture is very common in
Northern India. Mr, Diskalkar intends to use this phenomena in support
of his theory that Mahesvara is in amorous mood. But if he examines it
more carefully he may encounter some technical drawbacks in his way.

Lastly Mr. Diskalkar finds fault in my statement that Mahe$vara
is in his joyful mood. He may be right in his contention if he finds

1t lacking that expression of joy, which peculiarly develops during

amorous display. But my angle of vision is quite different here. I
observe in it that particular expression of joy, which emanates from
the appreciation of divine beauty.

D. C. Gancury

On Gaudapada’s Agama$astra

In the course of an article entitled ‘“The Mandikyopanisad and
Gaudapada,” published in the Indian Antiquary (vol. 62, pp. 181 ), T
had occasion to point out that the collection of verses now known as
Gaudapada-karika and divided into four sections called Agama-
vrakarana, Vaitathya-prakarana, Advaita-prakarana and Alatasanti-
prakarana, bore originally the name of A gama-§astra; and I
have also, on p. 182 (see also n. 7 there) and elsewhere too in the
course of that article, given expression to the belief that the
Agamadastra in question consisted of these four sections only.
A re-examination, however, of the following passage (cited on p. 182
loc. cit.) in the beginning of Sankara’s commentary on the Mandikyo-
ranisad seems to indicate that this belief is incorrect and that the
above-mentioned four sections formed but a portion of the
d gama-$astra.:

AFITRICTATCTN | Tqeg TAF TS qasa1fa |
I § T IR e AgEs R | aury SR
g dudl a@emfi 1 @@ SRR AANTE TS O
T STt | ey | dde
QIR ST | TI GERAFOTAR § T R | W
SIS |

In this passage, it will be okserved, Sankara says that he is
going to comment on a quartet of prakaranas, This statement . is
incompatible with the belief that the .A glam a-dastra consisted

.of the four prakaranas in question ; for, if such had been the case,

Sankara would have without doubt said that he was going to comment
on the book Agama-éastra. Compare in this connection the
following sentences in the introductions to his commentaries on- the
Bhagavad-gita, Chandogyopanisad and ‘Brhadaranyakopanisad that
consist respectively of 700 $lokas, and eight and six adhyayas:

() & af wowrar aife’ Jeoama: @aqt v sfares: gafn
BAREIEE | aRE i R ey |
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Tl RaARS AT e tea e iR A
ArgTETE fandsdfa g e # e |

() wferElenaAT gt | JEn TSy
I ATCHTT- I TATHTCA |

(3) SN a1 WEET FTAAAT AKGAIATFQTCL | FEAT TIAT-
gegr U 1L 8T TR STEIHHATRIT R |

Sankara has not said that he is going to comment on sapta-sloka-
Sataka, adhyayastaka and adhyaya-satka, but that he is going to
comment on the Gitd(-§astra), the Chandogyopanisad consisting of
eight chapters, and on the Vajasaneyi-brahmanopanisad consisting of
six chapters. There can be no doubt that, in case the A gam a-
g§astra had ooﬁsivsted of these four prakaranas only, he would have
similarly said that he was going to comment on the Agama-
$astra consisting of four prakaranas. His statement, instead, that
he is going to comment on a ‘quartet of prakaranas’ indicates that these
four prakaranas did not constitute the whole of the Agama-§astra
but formed only a portion of it.

But, it may be objected, Sankara has abstained from using the
word Agama-éastra here, mnot because this work contained more
than the four prakaranas in question, but because it was his deliberate
opinion that the work is not a $astra (satisfying the definition eka-
prayojanopanibaddham  asesirtha-pratipadakam  $astram), but a
prakarana (satisfying the definition $astraikadesa-cambaddham Sastra-
karyantara sthitam prakaranam). This objection, though plausible,
seems to me to be untenable. For, the very fact that Sankara
undertook the work of writing a commentary on Gaudapada’s Agama-
éastra shows that he held in high esteem the author and also
the views expressed by him in the work. The stanzas prajfid-vaisakha-
vedha-ksubhita-jalanidher......... and yat-prajialoka-bhasa......... at the

- end of :c.he commentary too show how highly Saikara reveres Ga-udaf
pada, while the commentary itself shows that Sankara has accepted
without reserve all the views expressed by Gaudapada in the
four sections. It is therefore, in the circumstances, very improbable
that Sankara dissents from Gaudapada in one matter only, and regards

a $astra.
as a prakarana what Gaudapada regards as a §a s
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Nor can it be urged here that the word sastra is often used loosely
in the sense of ‘teaching’, that Sankara himself has so used it in the
sentences dcarya-puja hy abhipretartha-ciddhyarthesyate $astrarambhe
and Sastra-samaptau paramartha-tattva-stutyartham namaskira weyate
that occur in his explanation of the first and last verses of the Alata-
¢anti-prakarana, that it is not improbable that it has been so used in
the title Agama-é§astra, and that Sankara’s abstention from using the
word Agama-sastra in the beginning of his commentary is due, not to
a difference of opinion between him and Gaudapada, but to a keen
desire on his part that the readers should understand clearly the nature
of the work on which he was commenting. For, in the circumstances
indicated, Sankara would have written vedantartha-sara-samgraha-
bluitam: idam prakaranam om-ity-etadaksaram-ity-rabhyate. Compare
in this connection the sentence praripsitasya prakaranasyavighnena
parisamapti-pracaya-gamandbhyam $istacara-paripalandya cesta-devatam
namasyann arthad visayadikam darsayati that stands at the beginning
of Jiianottama’s commentary on Vimuktatman’s Istasiddhi, which too
i3 a prakarapa dealing with Advaitavedinta and consists of eight
chapters; compare also the sentence devatd-namaskaras tu samasta-
vedantartha-sara-samgrahasyasya prakaranasyartham param devatam
aupanisadam purusam samksepato dariayitum granthadav eva krtah
that occurs in Vimuktatman’s commentary (p. 37) on the work.

There is not, the slightest necessity for using the word catustaya
after prakarana; and Satnkara’s use of that word therefore in the
above-cited _sentence'sho-ws. plainly that the text commented upon by
bim was not a whole book, but only part of a book. That is to say,
it becomes plain that the four prakaranas in question do not constitute
the whole of the 4gama-éastra, but form only a portion of it.

The benedictory verse durdarsam ' ati-gambhiram ajam samyam
visaradami| buddhva padam andandtvam namas-kurmo yatha-balam /I
that occurs at the end of the fourth prakarana (Alata-santi-prakarana) and
Sankara’s observation {astra-samdptau paramatma-tattva-stuty-artham
namaskara ucyate should not be regarded as indicating that the Agama-
fastra ends with this section and verse. As already observed above,
fastra here signifies ‘teaching’ and should not be interpreted as the work

Agama-$astra; for, if one were to do so here, one would have to do
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so likewise in the case of Sankara’s observation acarya-pija hy
abhipretartha-siddhyarthesyate $astraramble on verse 1 and arrive
thus at the conclusion that the Agama-é@stra began with verse 1 of the
Alata-anti-prakarana! As a mater of fact, mangalas are enjoined not
only at the beginning and end of works, but in their middle also;
compare Patafijali’s observation mangaladini mangala-madhydni
mangalantani hi $astrani prathante vira-purusani ca bhavanly ayusmat-
purusani cadhyetaras ca mangala-yukta yatha syuh in his commentary
on 1.3.1.

It is not necessary therefore to look on the benefliétory verse
durdarsam. ati-gambhiram......... as marking the end of the Agama-
dastra; it can conceivably mark the end of a prakarana that occurs in
the mjddle of that work also. Compare in this connection the benedic-
tory verses jiianam jieyam tatha jhata yasmad anyan na vidyate|
sarvajiiah sarva-$aktir yas tasmac jAanatmane namah || vidyaya taritah
smo yair janma-mrtyu-mahodadhim | sarvajfiebhiyo namas tebhyo
gurubhyo 'jiiana-samkulam|| which occur at the end of prakarana 17,
and the benedictory verse wvedanta-vakya-puspebhyo jianamrta-
madhaittamam | wjjaharalivad yo nas tasmai sad-gurave namah || that is
found at the end of prakarana 13,' of the Upadesasahasre (Padya-
prabandha) which consists of 19 prakaranas. ‘

It thus becomes plain from the foregoing that the four prakaranas
in question formed a portion only of the Agama-sastra; and the
following are some of the questions that arise in our mind in connection
with this work that has not come down to us in full:

(1) Did the four prakaranas in question occur together, in the same
order, in the Agama-$astra, or were they separated from one another
by other prakaranas?

(2) Did the first of these prakaranas (the Agama-prakarana) stand
at the beginning of the Agama-Sastra too, or did it occur elsewhere in
that work? ' A

~~ (3) Has Sankara or any other author quoted in his works any

1 Tt is of interest to note that, like the Alata-Santi-prakarana, these two
prakaranas too have benedictory verses at the beginning. ’
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passage(s) from the prakaranas of the dgama-sastra that have not cowme
down to us?

The answers that we give to these questions can be only tentative.

(1) When pointing out the purpose of the four above-named
prakaranas, Saikara has written as follows in the introduction to his
commentary on. the Jandikyopanisad :

I ARARECAE TG AN AR e TR, |
T FAEEIOASI AN GAte ey eaaemtt:
T F06T ¥R FeAIMIIRAT G wROw | quisiqenty dqermay-
! IfERGATETIA G RO | WEaed qeasfaate-staaant
T AR EE R fERTadae qgnrteing -
FAE TgT TR |

A consideration of these sentences seems to show that these four

prakaranas occurred together, one after the other, in the Agama-sastra,
in the order.in which they are found.
’ (2) The words dvitiyam and ;:u-turtha-m. that occur in the colophon
Suikara blagarvatal krtaw Gaudapidiyagemaiastra bhasye Vaitathya-
khyam  dvittyam prakaragam and ......: dlgta-santyakhyam caturthan
vrakaranam at the end of Sankara’s commentary on the second and fourth'
sections do not help us in finding an answer to the second question as
they can refer either to the order of the prakaranas chosen by Sankara
for commenting, or to that in which these prakaranas occurred in the
original work. The following considerations show however that the
Agama-prakarana occurred at the beginning of the Agama-sastra :

(a) It is customary on the part of Sankara, when commenting on
texts that comprise portions only of books not, including the beginning,
to make a few observations at the commencement about, (1) the contents
of the portion that has preceded, and (2) their relation with the contents
of the portion that he is going to comment upon; compare in this con-
nection the introduction to his commentaries on the Brhad-agranyaka,
Taittiriya, Aitareya and Kena Upanisads (which are all portions of
different Brahman texts). No such observation have been made by
him in the introduction to his commentary on the Mandukyopanisad,
which indicates that there was nothing in-the Agama-dastra that
preceded the Agama-prakarana.

1.H.Q., DECEMBER, 1935 23
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(b) On the other hand, Saikara (as we have seen above), in the
passage first cited above from hix introduction, propounds the question,
«\What are the sambandla, ablidheya, and prayojana (subject, purpose
and relation) of his quartet of prakaranas ”’ and answers 1t by saying.
‘‘Gince these are prakaranas of the Vedanta-sistra, they have the same
subject, purpose and relation as the Vedanta itself. There is thus no
need (for the author) to mention them; but a brief mention of them
must be made by one who wants to comment on the prakaranas.”” It js
shown by this answer that the Agama-prakarana stood at the beginning
of the dgama-sastra. Tor, it is only at the commencement of a work
that the author is expected to mention the sambandha, prayojena, and
ablidleya; and an apology for his not having done so is in place, only
when the passage that is being Jiscussed stands at the beginning of a
book.

(3) Regarding the third question, the quotaiions in Sankara’s com-
mentaries on the Blugavad-gita and the nine ‘major’ Upanisads® are
exclusively from *he texts known as frut and smrti.* In bis commen-
tary on the Brahma-sutra, Sankara, when criticising the doctrines of
other schools of thought, quotes in addition from well-known text-books
of those schools. ’

He also quotes frequently the Bralima-sutras themselves, and also
from Joimini’s Puarva-mamamsa-satras, Nyaya-sutras, Vwisesika-
sutras, Panini’s Vyakarana-sutras and a Svapnadhyaya. The following
verses too are cited by him in his commentary on 2.1.9; 1.4.145
and 1.1.4% with the introductions atroktam ved@ntartha-sempraddya-

9 His commentary on the above-mentioned four secti(;us of the Jgamu-.éastﬁl
vontains, besides quotations from gruti and smrti texts, quotations from these
sections themselves.

3 Tn this class Sankara includes not only the works known as Smati, i.e.:
Manu-smrti, Dharma-sutras, Grhyu-satras and Srauta-satras, but the Mahd-
bharate, Bhagavad-gitd, Puranas and other similar works also.

4 In the commentary on this sitra, occurs the following quotation also,
namely, pra'vrttimivrtti-vidhi-tac-—che;afv'yatirekena Levalgvastu-vadi veda-bhage
ndsti from some text-book of the Mimiiinsaka school.
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vidbhir dcaryaill, tatha ca sampradaya-vido vadanti, and api cahul
respectively :
|, FETREATEAT g AT A A |
FeRFERETEd DAY a9 |
2. TRl g St |
I QAT ATRA W T
3, TfraTAAIsTTS ARET AT |
FEERTAR I a1 A B WA
T ATSATCH AL, ITF FATIAATCHA: |
HfEs: ST AR mTEa:
AETEATAA TEA, I Hera: 1
D~ e 0 .
i JEEa% SHIN TCHTHIT, |l

The first of these passages is verse 16 of the Agama-prakarana, and
the second, verse 15 of the Advaita-prakarana. To judge therefore from
the similarity of the sentences that introduce them, it seems probable
that the third passage too is a quotation from Gaudapada’s work. That
is to say, since we know of no other work of Gaudapada, it is probable
that these verses are cited from the portion of Gaudapada’s Agama-
sastra that has not come down to-us.

As a matter of fact, one of the commentators on the Brahma-siitra-
Sankara-bhasya, namely, Narayana Sarasvati, explains in his Varttila,
Sankara’s introductory words api cahul by adding the words asminn
arthe sampradaya-vido Gaudapadiacaryal. after them (see p. 1245 of
Mm. Anantakrsna Sastri’s edition of Bralena-sitra-Sankara-bhdsya
with nine commentaries, vol. I, Part 2); and ordinarily, this would be
sufficient. evidence to show conclusively that the karikis in question
are derived from Gaudapﬁdd’s book [i.e., his Agama-sastra]. The
observations, however, made by the Mahimahopadhyiya in his intro-
duction, about the identity of this commentator would make out that
he lived in the 15th or 16th century A.D., that is to say, at a time
when it is very doubtful if complete copies of the Agama-$astra were
extant. And secondly, the epithet sampradaya-vidah used by Nariyana
Sarasvati which is, without doubt, borrowed from Saﬁka.ra"s above-cited
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introduction to the verse mgl-loha-visphwlingadyaih......... in his com-
mentary on the Brahma-sitra, 1.4.14 leaves room for the suspicion to
arise that Narayana Sarasvati’s statement too is based on a process of
inference analogous to the one adopted above by us. On the whole,
then, though I thick it probable that the above verses are cited by
Sankara from the portion of the Agama-sastra that has not come down
to us, I do not think that, at this stage, we are entitled to consider
it as certain.®

Similarly, it is not improbable that other early writers on
Vedanta, and particularly on Advaita-vedanta, have sometimes cited
passages from the portion of the Agama-$astra that has not come down
to us; and a careful search of such texts will, I have no doubt, bring
some of them to light.®

A. VENKATASUBBIAH

N

5 The attribution of the third of these kirikds to Sundara-pindya’s Varttika
in Madhava's commentary on the Siita-samhita (3. 4. 11-12) dces not militate
against this view; for it is possible that Acirya Sundara-pandya may have himself
borrowed this karika, mediately or directly, from the Agama-éastra, or, in case
Gaudapada himself had borrowed it, from the original source. Compare in this
connection the observation of Mr. V. A. Ramaswami Sastri in Indian Historical
Quarterly, X, 448, n. 45. ’

-6 When however, as is possible, the passages are cited without the mention
‘of Gaudapada’s name and with introductions like atroktam, afrahul, ecte.. it is
naturally impossible to refer them to Gaudapada’s work,

Gauli

The word gauli occurs in the following passage (line 36-44) of
story no. 32 of the metrical recension of the Vikrama-carita (p. 229
of Prof. Edgerton’s edition, vol. 27 of the Harvard Oriental Series):

A HQIARE IAT FATASA_|

qa At wiva FrAg=IeREaaT

IR AT AT F AR &
TG AgESETEaR

T FirEAAdtaTg A s |
9 AR Y =T g Fafad |
e g Star 3w & #Ee 0
EUCE AT Fgdt F A |
HERY IT JIEIATT FIT 1)

“As they were thus conversing agreeably with pleasant questions,
ai that time somewhere a certain Gauli [=the more usual Gauri, a
name of Siva's consort] cried out with a loud voice. Then the king
asked him: ‘“What does the Gauli say?’’ And he answered: ‘“The
Gauli says that in the north-flowing river a corpse is approaching, in
water up to the navel.”” 'A moment later, in another place, a certain
Siva [=Gauli] cried out; and being osked by the king the man said:
A great loin-cloth containing ten thousand gold coins is coming down
(the river), tied about the hips of that same corpse.” .

Edgerton’s translation, H. 0. Series, vol. 26, p. 248).

Gauli thus is another form of Gauri, according to Prof. Edgerton,
and denotes the consort of Siva, even as does the word $iva used in
the same passage. '

Now, this word gauli (with cerebral la however instead of dental '
la) occurs also in story I:6 of the amplified version of the Southern
Pasicatantra which has been described by Prof. Hertel in vols. 60
(pp. 769-801) and 61 (pp. 18-72) of the ZIXMG. 1In 60,777, loc. cit. (line
26), Hertel has written ‘gauli Bezeichnung eines Vogels, I.6°, but has

reported, a few lines later on, the opinion of DProf, Hultzsch that



