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bpurusarthakriyarthino  bahirarthanurapani pravrttinivrityava-
dharanani bhavant;.

Our conclusions, then, are as follows: With Dhar-
makirti arthakriyé meant epistemologically © the fulfil-
ment of a human purpose’ and ontologically ¢ causal
power’. Post-Dharmakirti writers were well aware of
both senses. While the former was the principal
meaning for Dharmakirti, the shift in emphasis of the
main referent from the nature and function of a valid
knowledge to that of what is real or existent led certain
writers to place more significance on the latter.

‘We may conclude this paper by quoting a line
from Kamala$ila’s Tattvasamgrahapadjika, in which the
double meaning of the term arthakriya is clearly revealed:

avisamvaditvam cabhimatarthakriyasamartharthaprapana-
Saktikatvam.?

1 Ratnakirtinibandhavali, op. cit., p. 130.

3 Tattvasamgraha of Santaraksita, ed. together with Kama;la-
$ila’s Paflijika by E. Krishnamacharya, Gaeckwad’s Oriental Series,
Nos. 30, 31 (Baroda, 1926), vol. I, p. 392.
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SENGAKU MAYEDA

ON THE AUTHOR OF THE MANDUKYO-
PANISAD- AND THE GAUDAPADIYA-BHASYA *

THE Mandikyopanisad is a very short work which consists
of only twelve prose sentences. In printed editions and
manuscripts, the Mandakyopanisad is interspersed among
the twenty-nine stanzas of the first prakarana of the
Gaudapadiyakarika which comprises four prakarana-s and
explains the Mandikyopanisad® The Gaudapadiyakarika,

. *This paper was read at the 27th International Congress of
Orientalists which was held at the University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor, on 17 August 1967. My gratitude is due to Dr. W. Norman
Brown, Emeritus Professor of Sanskrit, University of Pennsylvania,
who has kindly taken the trouble to improve and correct my
English.
The following abbreviations are used:
BSBh =Samkara’s Brahmasatrabhasya (Bombay, Nirnaya-
sagar Press, 1934).
Eigen =P. Hacker, °Eigentiimlichkeiten der Lehre und
Terminologie Sankaras: Avidya, Namariipa,
Maya, Isvara’, Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgen-
ldndischen Gesellschaft, 100 (1950), pp. 246-86.
GK  =The Gaudapadiyakirika (see GKB#h).
GKBh =Samkara’s Gaudapadiyabhisya (Anandaérama Sans-
‘ krit Series 10, 1900).
MU  =The Mandikyopanisad (see GKBh).
MUBh=Samkara’s Mandikyopanisadbhasya (see GKBh).
Upad =Samkara’s Upadesasahasri (Swami Jagadananda,
Upadeshasahasri of Sri Sankardacharya. Madras, Sri
Ramakrishna Math, 1949). ‘
1V. Bhattacharya rejected the tradition that the GK explains
the MU and asserted that the MU, being based upon the GK,
came into existence after the GK. See V. Bhattacharya,
‘Mandikya Upanisad and the Gaudapada Karika’, Indian
Historical Quarterly, 1 (1925), pp. 119-25; ditto, The Agamasastra
of Gaudapada (University of Calcutta, 1952), pp. 46-52; R. D
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which is also called dgamasastra or Mandikyakarika,! is
the oldest extant work that was composed before
Samkara (a.p. 700-50) and stands in the line of the
Advaita philosophy. It is traditionally said that Sam-
kara, commenting on both the texts, wrote the Mandi-
kyopanisadbhasya and the Gaudapadiyabhasya.?

In 1913 H. Jacobi expressed his suspicion of the
identity of the commentator of the Gaudapadiyakarika
with Samkara, the author of the Brakmasitrabhisya.®
Since then, the authenticity of the Mandikyopanisad-
bhasya and the Gaudapadiyabhasya has long been called
into question by able scholars.# I would also like to

Karmarkar, Gaudapdda-Karika (Government Oriental Series, Class
B, No. 9, Poona, 1953), pp. xxxi-xxxiii; H. Nakamura, Vedanta
Tetsugaku no Hatten (=The Development of the Vedanta Philoso-
phy) (Tokyo, Iwanami Shoten, 1955), pp. 557-65. Problems
concerning the MU and the GK will not be discussed in this paper.

1Cf. H. Nakamura, Vedanta Tetsugaku no Hatten, op. cit.,
pp. 520-3.

2The GKBh is also called AgamaSastravivarana, Gaudapadiya-
gamasastrabhdsya and Gaudapadiyagamasistravivarana according to
the edition of the Anandasrama Sanskrit Series.

3 H. Jacobi, ‘On Mayavada’, Fournal of the American Oriental
Society, vol. 33 (1913), p. 52, n. 2. His evidence is that
the author of the GKB# states an argument in the form and terms.
of an anumana according to Nyaya principles. Thisis notacceptable.
See T. R. Chintamani, ‘Sankara—The Commentator on the
Maindakya Karikas’, Proceedings of the Third Oriental Gonference
(Madras, 1924), pp. 419-21; H. Nakamura, Vedanta Tetsugaku no
Hatten, op. cit., pp. 527-8.

¢Cf. V. Bhattacharya, °Sankara’s Commentaries on the
Upanisads’, Sir Asutosh Mookerjee Silver Fubilee Volume, vol. 111,
pt. 2 (Calcutta, 1925), pp. 103-10; ditto, ‘ The Gaudapada-

Karika on the Maiandikya Upanisad’, Proceedings of the Second

Oriental Conference, p. 441, n. 1; p. 442; p. 444, n. 4; p. 454, n. 1;
ditto, The Agamasisira of Gaudapada, op. cit., p. xxxiii, n. 3;
S. K. Belvalkar, Shree Gopal Basu Mallik Lectures on Vedanta Philo-
sophy, pt. 1 (Poona, 1929), p. 218; H. Nakamura, Vedanta Tetsugaku
no Hatten, op. cit., pp. 527-34; N. K. Devaraja, An Introduction to
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take up this problem here in this paper. When the
Gaudapadiyabhasya is referred to in the following pages,
the Mandikyopanisadbhasya is also implied at the same
time ! unless it is specifically mentioned.

In order to test the authenticity of the Gauda-
padiyabhdsya 1 have compared it with the Brahmasitra-
bhasya with regard to the usage and concepts of eight
terms, which are avidyd, namaripa, maya, isvara, ananda,
vivarta, Siva, and Vydsa, since Samkara shows his
peculiarities in those terms to such an extent that
Samkara’s genuine works can be distinguished from
even those of his direct disciples with considerable
certainty.? As a result of my comparison it has been
found that the Gaudapadiyabhasya is in complete
agreement with the Brahmasiatrabhisya in the usage
and concepts of the above eight terms. Among the
points of agreement the following should be especially
emphasized: ‘

1. The compound avidyavisaya, which occurs three

times in the Gaudapadiyabhasya,® is used only

Sankara’s Theory of Knowledge (Varanasi, 1962), pp. 38-42.
T. R. Chintamani may be the only scholar who has so far seriously
tried’ to defend the tradition by answering various objections.
But he could not show any strong positive evidence. See his.
article, Sankara—The Commentator on the Mandakya Karikas’,
op. cit.

11t is generally taken for granted that the two works were
commented upon by a single hand. As far as I have found,
there is no evidence for denying or doubting this aspect of the
tradition.

! See Eigen. ‘

8 Sarvo ’yam laukiko vaidikas ca yyavahdro ’vidyavisaya eveti, GKBh
II. 32, p. 91; ‘samourtya’ samvaranam samorttir avidyavisayo laukiko-
vyavahdras taya * samortyd jayate sarvam’ ‘ tena’ avidydvisaye < Sasvatam >
nityam ‘ nasti’, GKBh IV. 57, p. 195.
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in the sense of ‘the sphere of avidya’ and
not in the sense of ¢ the object of avidya *.2
- 2. The relationship between avidya and its effects
is not expressed by upadana(-kirana) or prakti
but by such terms as: pratyupasthapita, -adhyaro-
pita, -parikalpita, -vijrmbhita and -krta.? The
word  pratyupasthapita is especially significant.?
3. The term mdya is neither used in the sense of
‘ the primary material of the universe’ nor
synonymously with avidya.4

! Avidyasraya as well as avidyavisaya is not discussed. This fact
is additional evidence. Cf. Eigen, p. 250 and pp. 254-6;
S. Mayeda, ‘ Sanikara’s Authorship of the Kenopanisadbhagya °,
Indo-Iranian Fournal, vol. 10 (1967), no. 1, pp. 41-2 and p. Sl

? -adhyasta, GKBh 11. 32, p. 93; -adhyaropita, GKBh 11, 32, p. 94;
IL 5, p. 111 (twice); III. 25, p. 134; -udbhita, GKBhR 111. 25,
p. 134; IV. 55, p. 194; -krta, GKBh, Introduction, p. 6; MUBA 3,
p. 14; GKBh 1. 6, p. 33; p. 34; MUBR 7, p. 40; GKBh IIL. 2,
p. 105 (twice); IIL. 5, p. 111; IIL, 6, p. 112; III. 10, p. 115;
I1L. 35, p. 144; -kalpita, GKBh 11. 20-8, p. 88; -kalpanamatra, GKBh
IV. 90, p. 214; -nimitta, GKBh 111. 36, p. 144; -parikalpita, GKBh
IIL 45, p. 152; IV. 76, p. 204; IV. 94, p. 216; -pratyupasthapita,
‘GKBh 111, 10, p. 115; III. 25, p. 134; -laksana, GKBA 111." 36,
p- 145 (twice); -vijrmbhita, GKBh III. 43, p. 151. Cf. Eigen,
pp. 250-4; S. Mayeda, ‘ The Authenticity of the Upadesasahasri
Ascribed to Sankara’, Fournal of the American Oriental Society,
vol. 85 (1965), no. 2, pp. 180-1.

3 See Eigen, p. 254, n. 1. : '

¢ See Eigen, pp. 272-6; S. Mayeda, ‘ The Authenticity of the
Bhagavadgitabhasya Ascribed to gaflkara ’, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir
-die Kunde Siid- und Ostasiens, vol. 9 (1965), pp. 178-83. The term
mayd is used in the following meanings in the GKBA: [I] Magic
(GKBk 1. 7, p. 35; 1. 27, p. 62; I11. 27, p. 137; IV. 44, p. 188;
1V. 68-70, p. 200), [II] (Magical) illusion as an object of com-
parison (GKBh 1. 6, p. 33; 1. 7, p. 35; 1. 7, p. 36; 1. 17, p- 52;
L. 18, p. 53; II. 19, p. 83; II. 31, p. 90; II. 38, p. 101; III. 1,
p. 108; IIL. 11, p. 116; IV. 58, p. 196; IV. 59, p. 196), and [III]
The miraculous power of god (GKBh, mangalicarana 1, p- 1; 1.6,
pp. 33-4; L. 6, p. 34; 1. 16, p. 50; II. 12, p. 75; II. 19, p- 83;
IIL. 15, p. 121; IIL. 19, p."128; IIL. 23, p. 130; IIL. 27, p. 137;
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4. There is no occurrence of sac-cid-ananda as a
positive character of brakman-atman® The
term ananda occurs in the Gaudapadiyabhisya
only when the Mandikyopanisad and the Gauda-
padiyakarikd require the commentator to men-
tion it in one way or other.?

These four points 3 clearly show the difference of the
Gaudapadiyabhasya from works of even Samkara’s direct

III. 28, p. 139; IIL 29, p. 139; III. 36, p. 145). Cf. Eigen,
pp. 268-72; S. Mayeda, ¢ The Authenticity of the Upade$asahasri ’,
op. cit., pp. 184-5. However, avidyd and mdya are very akin to,
but not identical with, each other in the following instances:
(1) drstam ca rajjusarpadingm avidyakrtamdyabijotpannanam rajjuadyat-
mand sattvam, GKBh 1. 6, p. 34; (ii) mayanirmitasyaiva jivasya avidyayd
pratyupasthapitasya avidyanase svabhdvarapatvat paramarthatah, GKBh
III. 25, p. 134; and (iii) avidyalaksapanadir maya nidra, GKBh
ITI. 36, p. 145. In this context it is suggestive to see how the
commentator interprets a quotation ‘indro mayabhik® (Brhaddran-
yaka Up. 11. 5. 19) which occurs in GK III. 24. He says: ©indro
mdyabhik’ ity abhitarthapratipadakena mayasabdena yyapadesat. nanu
prajiavacano mdydsabdah.  satyam.  indriyaprajidyd avidyamayatvena
mayatvabhyupagamad adosah. mayabhir indriyaprajfiabhir avidyarapabhir
ity arthah. Compare Samkara on Brhadiramyaka Up. I1. 5. 19:
“indrah’ parameSvaro * mayabhih’ prajiabhir namariapabhitakytamithya-
bhimanair va na tu paramarthatah * pururipo’ bahurapa * iyate’ gamyata
ekarapa eva prajiiaghanal sann avidyaprajfiabhik (Anandasrama Sanskrit
Series 15, p. 384). :
1See Eigen, p. 276; S. Mayeda, ¢ Sankara’s Authorship of
the Kenopanisadbhasya ’, op. cit., pp. 50-1.
® Ananda, MUBL 5, p. 21 (twice); dnandamaya, MUBH 5,
p- 21; anandapraya, MUBh 5, p. 21; anandabhuj, MUBF 5, p- 21
(twice) ; sthalapraviviktanandakhya, GKBh 1. 5, p. 33. One of those
cases occurs in a sentence (eso ’sya parama anandak) which is quoted
from Brhadaranyaka Up. IV. 3. 32.
3 The following points of agreement may be added here:
i. - The compound avidyd-kama-karman is used in GKB#h 1. 4,
p- 19 and dosa is a wider concept to which avidya belongs in the
instance: avidyatrsnadidosa, MUBA 7, p. 39.
ii. See footnote 1 on p. 76, above.
iii. The nature of avidyd is not analyzed in the GKBA.
Nowhere in the GKBh is anirvacaniya used as an attribute of avidya.
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disciples and contemporaries such as Sure$vara, Padma-
pada and Mandanami$ra, and they support the identity

iv. Avidya in the GKBh lacks the following traditional attri-
butes: (a) jada, (b) bhavaripa, (c) dvaranasakti and (d) viksepasakiti.

v. Mayamaya in GKBR IV. 59, p. 196 (twice) and IV.
'68-70, p. 200 does not mean ‘ made of mdyd (=a kind of material) ’
but  consisting of maya’, i.e. illusory.

vi. The relationship between namaripa and avidya is denoted
by -krta in the instances: (a) avidydkrtanamaripamayasvaripa, GKBh
1. 6, p. 33 and (b) aprabodha(=avidya)-krte . . . namariape, GKBh
II1. 36, p. 145. Instance (a) parallels avidyapratyupasthapitanama-
riapamayavesavasa, BSBh 1I. 2. 2, p. 419-20. For an instance of
aprabodha as a synonym of avidyd, see BSBh IV. 1. 3, p. 833.

vii. The term ifvara, which is used six times in the GKB#h,
may twice point to its interchangeability with gtman (GKBh 1. 28,
p. 63; 11. 13, p. 76).

viii. No use of the term vivarta is made in the GKBh.

ix. The term fiva is used only as an adjective (MUBh 7,
p- 45; 12, p. 60; GKBhR I1. 33, p. 95 (twice); II. 34, p. 75 (twice);
II1. 1, p. 103). See Upad 1I1.8. 3;10. 11; 13.20. Cf. P. Hacker,
‘ Relations of Early Advaitins to Vaisnavism’, Wiener Zeitschrift
Siir die Kunde Siid- und Ostasiens, vol. 9 (1965), p. 148. Such usage
of $iva is also found in Buddhist texts such as Prasannapada (Biblio-
theca Buddhica 4), p. 4, line 1; p. 11, line 10; p. 538, line 3. In
his above article Hacker has pointed out that ° paramasivabhdva’
in Mandanamisra’s Brahmasiddhi (Madras Govt. Oriental Manu-
scripts Series no. 4, p. 159, line 10) inevitably suggests the typically
Saiva notion.

x. The name Vyasa in the GKBA (II. 13, p. 118), though
not clear, probably denotes the author of smrti-s and not
Badarayana to whom the Brahmasiira is traditionally attributed.
Anandajfidna interprets it as ¢ Vyasa-Parasaradi’ and quotes
Bhagavadgita, V1. 19 and Visnupurana, 1. 22. 87. The other instance
of Vyasa is not simple. The GKBh quotes a stanza from the
Vyasasmyti (GKBh 11. 31, p. 90). The law book entitled Vyasasmrti,
though not quoted in the BSBh, may be chronologically quoted
by Samkara, since according to P. V. Kane, Vyasa flourished
between 2nd and 5th century A.D. (see History of Dharmasastra, vol. 1,
p- 238). However, the Vyasasmrti text in the Anandasrama
Sanskrit Series (vol. 48, pp. 357-71) does not contain that partic-
ular stanza. It is, therefore, likely that the Vydsasmsti is not the
law book but may mean ‘the smrti-s of Vyasa’. A further
investigation is necessary to determine the source of that quotation.

P ye—
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of the author of the Gaudapadiyabhisya with Samkara,
the author of the Brahmasitrabhasya.

In this connection it is not out of place to refer to
the Nrsimhapirvatapaniyopanisadbhasya which is also tradi-
tionally ascribed to Samkara. It is surprising to see
that the introductory portion of the Gaudapadipabhasya
and . Mandikyopanisadbhasya 1-6 are quoted in the
Nrsimhaparvatapaniyopanisadbhasya with little change and
without any acknowledgement of debt.! It is very
probable that the author of the Nrsimhapiirvatapani-
_yopanisadbhasya tried to make his commentary look like
Samkara’s, but he failed to do so in using the terms
sac-ctd-ananda ® and vivarta ® and in interpreting Siva as
Samkara.* The author of the Gaudapadiyabhasya does
not reveal any such un-Samkaran characteristics. This
is true of Samkara’s other works such as the Upadesa-
sahasri, the Bhagavadgitabhdsya and the Kenopanisadbhasya,
the authenticity of which I have tried to establish
elsewhere by applying the same comparative method.5

For a detailed discussion about the above points, see
Eigen; S. Mayeda, ‘The Authenticity of the Upade$asahasri,
op. cit.; ditto, ‘ The Authenticity of the Bhagavadgitabhasya’,
op. cit.; ditto, ‘On Sankara’s Authorship of the Kenopanisad-
bhagya ’, op. cit. ’

1Cf. V. Bhattacharya,
Upanisads’, op. cit., pp. 105-9.

2 Nrsimhaparvatapaniyopanisadbhdsya (Srisamkaragranthavali 4,
Sri Vani Vilas Press, Srirangam, no date), p. 259 and p. 260.
See this paper, p. 77 above.

3ibid., p. 273. See footnote 3 on p. 77 above.

4ibid., p. 314. See footnote 3 on p. 77 above. ,

8 S. Mayeda, ¢ The Authenticity of the Upade$asahasri’, op.
cit.; ¢ The Authenticity of the Bhagavadgitabhasya’, op. cit.;
“On Sankara’s Authorship of the Kenopanisadbhasya ’, op. cit.

¢ Sankara’s Commentaries on the
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In addition to the above terms I have also com-
pared the quotations in the Gaudapadiyabhasya with
those in the Brahmasitrabhasya. This comparison has
also resulted in confirmation of the identity of the
authors of the Gaudapadipabhisya and the Brahmasiitra-
bhagya, who commonly pay the highest regard to the
B,rhaddra,nyaka' Up. and quote most frequently- the
Bhagavadgita among the non-Vedic texts.! There is

'In each prakarana of the GKBh the following sources are
quoted in the following frequency:

‘Sources I I1 IIT IV Total
Brhadaranyaka Up. 22 18 17 5 62
Chéndogya Up. 14 5 17 1 37
GK 3 1 7 8 19
Mundaka Up. 5 2 6 1 14
Taittiriya Up. 4 0 5 1 10
Bhagavadgita 4 2 0 1 7
Katha Up. 1 1 3 0 5
Isa Up. 1 0 2 1 4
Kena Up. 1 0 2 0 3
Prasna Up.. 3 0 0 0 3
Rg-veda. 1 0 1 0 -2
MU 2 0 0 0 2

 Mahanarayana Up. 1 0 0 0 1
Manusmrti 0 1 0 0 )
vetasvatara Up. 1 0 0 0 1
Mahabharata 0 0 0 I 1
Yajurveda (=Taittiriya A.) 0 0 1 0 1
Dravidacarya (?) 0 0 1 0 1
Undetermined 3 3 0 0 6

Total 66 33 62 19 180

For a detailed discussion about quotations, see S. Mayeda, ‘ The
Authenticity of the Upadesasahasri °, op. cit., p. 187-8. vecs :

Py —
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no quotation from a source which Samkara is not
supposed to cite in his generally accepted works.

It is to be noted here that Samkara does not quote
the Mandikyopanisad at all nor even refer to it in his
Brahmasitrabhisya and other works.? But Sure§vara

! The sources of the two quotations, (i) sarvabhitdni catmani
(GKBh 1. 3, p. 16) and (ii) mytyok sa mriyum apnoti ya iha naneva
pasyati (GKBh I11. 13, p. 118) may be taken as Kaivalya Up. 10
and Npsimhottaratapaniya Up. 8 which Samkara never quotes in
his BSBh. But Kaivalya Up. 10 agrees with Manusmrti X11. 91 and
with Bhagavadgita V1. 29. In the table of footnote 1 on p. 80 above,
I have treated it as a quotation from the Bhagavadgita. As for the
second quotation, it can be regarded as quoted from Katha Up.
IV. 10. A problem of this kind is a quotation as found in GKBAII.
32, p. 91: brahmaivedam sarvam. As far as I have investigated the
same sentence occurs only in the Nysimhottaratapaniya Up. (VII. 3).
But T would think that this is quoted from the Brhadaranyaka Up.
This quotation must have originally been brakmedam sarvam which
occurs in Brhaddranyaka Up. 11. 5. 1, since all the five other quota-
tions that are put together to establish the unreality of the dual
come from the Brhadiranyaka Up. or the Chandogya Up. Further-
more, there is a possibility that brahmedam sarvam was assimilated
to atmaivedam sarvam (Chandogya Up. VII. 25. 2) which occurs right
before the quotation in question. A similar case of assimilation .
can be pointed out in the previous page (GKBh II. 31, p. 90).
Here atmaivedam agra asit. (Brhadaranyaka Up..1. 4. 1 or 17) comes
Jjust before brahmaivedam agra asit which should be brakma va idam
agra asit (Brhadaranyaka Up. 1. 4. 10 or 11). As for the Vydsasmyti,
see footnote 3 on p. 77 above.

®Cf. A. Venkatasubbiah, ‘The Mandikyopanisad -and

- Gaudapada’, Indian Antiquary, vol. 62 (1933), pt. DCCLXXII,

pp. 185-6. From the fact that Samkara has nowhere quoted

the MU, even where it could serve his purpose, for example, in

commenting on Chdndogya Up. I1. 23. 3, V. Bhattacharya infers

that the MU itself was not written before or even in the time of
6
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quotes Mandikyopanisad 6 as a ¢ Mandikeyasrutivacas’ in
his work.! The author of the Nrsimhapiirvatapani-
_yopanisadbhisya, which I have mentioned as not authentic,
quotes from, and refers to, the Mandikyopanisad.?
Anandajfiina, the commentator on the Gaudapadiya-
bhasya, regards the Mandikyopanisad as sruti.® If silence
about the Mandikyopanisad may be taken as a criterion
of authenticity, the Gaudapadiyabhasya may be said to
be supported by this criterion as well. It is strange
but true’ that the commentator of the Gaudapadiya-
karika keeps totally silent about the Mandikyopanisad,
even while commenting on its twelve prose sentences.
Of course he has to cite it to interpret it, but he does
so as if it were a part of the Gaudapadipakariki. In
the Gaudapadiyabhdsya he calls himself prakaranavydci-
khyasu or ‘he who wishes to explain the prakarana’
and describes the Gaudapadiyakirikd as opening with
the prose sentence which forms the first sentence of
the Mandikyopanisad.* ‘

Samkara. See his article, ‘Sankara’s Commentaries . on the
Upanisads ’, op. cit.,, p. 104. This theory has been rejected by
H. Nakamura in his Vedanta Tetsugaku no Hatten, op. cit., pp. 536-9.
See footnote 1 on p. 73 above. : o

. 1 Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyavarttika (Anandéérama Sanskrit
Series 16), III. 8. 26, p. 1294.

"'.Nrszmhapurvatapam_yopanzsadbhasja op. cit., p. 308 and p. 309.

. . 3He calls the text ‘ Mandikyopanisad’ (Anandéérama Sanskrit
Scrics.lO, p- 2) and ‘ $ruti’ (ibid., p. 12, etc.).

" 4 Vedantarthasarasamgrahabhitam idam prakaranacatustaydm.om ity
etad aksaram ityady arabhyate. ata eva na prthak sambandhabhidheya-
prayojandni  vaktavyani. . . . tathapi prakaranavyacikhyasund samksepato
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As far as the terms and quotations are concerned,
no evidence against the authorship of Samkara has been
discovered in the Gaudapadiyabhasya. The above exa-
mination has resulted in affirming that the author of
the Gaudapadiyabhasya is identical with Samkara, the
author of the Brahmasitrabhasya. However, the evidence
to the contrary which has so far been pointed out by
other scholars must also be considered.

As far as I have seen, the following four points
seem to form the ground of all arguments against the
authenticity of the Gaudapadiyabhasya:

1. In his Brahmasitrabhiasya Samkara shows
adequate knowledge of Buddhism whereas the
author of the Gaudapadiyabhisya does not seem

saktayyani, GKBh, Introduction, p. 5. In the BSBh Samkara
quotes twice the GK as the words of sampradayavid (BSBh 1. 4. 14,
p- 320) or wvedantarthasampradayavid dcarya (BSBh II. 1. 9, p. 365)
without mentioning its. author’s name directly. In the GKBk
the: commentator regards the work as uveddntarthasarasamgraka
(see the above quotation) but he does not refer to its  author at
all.  Inone of the mangaldcarana-s (p. 223) the commentator salutes
paramagury without explaining who he is and whether or not he
is the author of the GK. It may be safely said that his attitude
towards the GK and its author is very similar to that of Samkara.
But Sure$vara attributes it to Gaudapada.” See Brhadaranyakopanisad-
bhasyavarttika, op. cit., I. 4. 389, p. 510; Naiskarmyasiddhi, IV. 44.
‘Anandajiiana, commentator of the GKBh, also attributes it to
‘Gaudapada (p. 2) whereas Anandajfiana who wrote a commentary
on Sure$vara’s above-menticned Varttika considers the first
prakarana of the GK to be Sruti (1.4. 615, p. 556; 1.4. 744, p. 582).
It is of interest that the Vivekacadamani (405) which is traditionally
ascribed to Samkara quotes GK 1.7. as sruti. The. Vivekaciidamani
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to know Buddhism so well, since he often inter-
prets many Buddhist terms in the Gaudapadiya-
karika pointlessly and inadequately.?

2. In order to express important Vedanta con-
cepts, the author of the Gaudapadiyabhasya uses
Buddhist technical terms which are used neither
in the Gaudapadiyakarika nor in the Brahmasitra-

bhasya. For example, the highest atman is called

vijiapti, the nature of atman is described as
vijfiaptimatra, and brahman is identified with
JRaptimatra in the Gaudapadiyabhasya. Moreover,
instead of the Vedantic term advaita the com-

mentator uses advaya which is originally a
Buddhist term.? '

3. There are several cases of interpretation which
do not look like Samkara’s.® For example,

cannot be regarded as authentic for several reasons. See
H. Nakamura, Vedinta Tetsugaku no Hatten, op. cit., p. 549;
S. Mayeda, °Sankara’s Upadesasihasri: Its Present Form’,
Journal of the Oriental Institute, vol. 15, Baroda (1966), no.
3-4, p. 252, n. 3. Ramanuja and Madhva also regard the first
prakarana of the GK as Sruti. See H. Nakamura, Vedanta Tetsugaku
no Hatten, op. cit., pp. 534 f.

1 H. Nakamura, Vedanta Tetsugaku no Hatten, op. cit., pp. 528-9.

3H. Nakamura, Vedinta Tetsugaku no Hatten, op. cit.,
pp. 529-30. Vidapti, GKBh II1. 29, p. 139; vijiaptimatra, GKBh
II. 17, p. 81; IV. 60, p. 196; jiaptimatra, GKBh 111. 33, p. 141;
advaya, GKBh, Introduction, p. 9; IL. 33, p. 95; II. 34, p. 97;
II1. 36, p.99; II1. 1, p. 103; IIL. 11, p. 115; ITI. 17, p. 125; I1L. 19,
p. 128; I1I. 27, p. 137; I11. 30, p. 140; III. 35, p. 144; etc.

3The instances which have so far been noticed by scholars
are as follows: -

—— s

e
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asparfayoga is not mentioned at all in the
Upanisad-s. Nevertheless the commentator of
the Gaudapadiyakarika asserts that asparsayoga is
well known in the Upanisad-s. Samkara who

i. The commentator reads GK IV. 4c as vivadanto dvaya hy,
interpreting dvayah as dvaitinah. V. Bhattacharya who adopts the
reading vivadanto ’dvaya hy maintains that Samkara °can never
explain the verse in that way and so he cannot be identified with’
the commentator of the MU and the GK (see ‘ The Gaudapada-
Karikd on the Mandikya Upanisad’, op. cit., p. 454, n. 1).
It seems to me that the commentator’s reading is better than
Bhattacharya’s. The stanza means that, while disputing among
themselves, Dvaitin-s tend to establish ajdti unknowingly. This is
the reason why ‘we (vayam) do not quarrel with’ those Dvaitin-s
(GK 1V. 5). See H. Nakamura, Vedanta Tetsugaku no Hatten,
op. cit., pp. 419-20 and pp. 682-8; Nikhilananda, The Mandikyo-
panisad with Gaudapada’s Karika and Satkara’s Commentary (Mysore,
Sri Ramakrishna Asrama, 1955), pp. 217-19 and p. 219, n. 1.

il. According to V. Bhattacharya, rogartasyeva roganivrttau

Svasthata, tatha duhkhdtmakasyatmano dvaitaprapasicopasame svasthatd;

advaitabhdvah prayojanam (GKBh, Introduction, p. 6) cannot be
regarded as Samkara’s words, since in Vedanta, especially in
Samkara’s philosophy dtman is dnandamaya or danandasvaripa and
never dubkhdatmaka (see ‘ Sankara’s Commentaries on the Upa-
nisads’, op. cit., p. 104). This is not acceptable. If the com-
mentator says dnandamayasya (or danandasvaripasya) dtmanah here,. it
is not like Samkara’s expression. See this paper, p. 77 above and
footnotes 1 and 2. Furthermore, the commentator does not say
here that the svasthatd of atman is dubkha but that it is advaitabhava.

iii. Without giving any reasons Bhattacharya says that
* the explanation of the word sarvaduhkhanam in the Karika I. 10
as prajiataijasavisvalaksananam in the commentary would never
emanate from Samkara’ (ibid., pp. 104-5) and that it is utterly
strange for Samkara to define his paramdrthatativa as beyond the
four points, viz. *“ sat, asat, and sadasat>’* (ibid., p. 105). Neither
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was versed in the Upanisad-s could not have
said so.! ‘

’

4. The Gaudapadiyabhasya begins and ends with
benedictory stanzas, although benedictory
stanzas are generally seen in comparatively
modern works. Furthermore, one of the bene-
dictory stanzas is defective in its metre and
another contains grammatical inaccuracies.?

of them is acceptable. See Upad X; XV. 20-33; XVI. 18; XVII.
24; 25; 65; and Upad XI11. 20; XVI. 32-5; XIX. 13-25.
iv. Bhattacharya considers the commentator’s explanations
of GK II. 37 and III. 25 to be impossible for Samkara (see T#e
Agamasastra of Gaudapada, op. cit., p. xxxiii, n. 3), but I do not
see any un-Samkaran characteristics here. o
v.. Bhattacharya points out the difference of the commen-

tator from the author of the [fopanisadbhdsya in interpretation of
sambhati (GKBh 111. 25 and ISopanisadbhasya 12) (see ibid.). We
know -that Samkara is comparatively flexible in interpretation
and that the Padabhdsya and the Véakyabhasya which are both
authentic show clearly difference in interpretation on one and
the same text (see S. Mayeda, ‘ On Sankara’s Authorship of the
Kenopanisadbhasya’, op. cit., pp. 34-5). As T. R. Chintamani
said, the commentator must have explained it as understood and
set forth by the author of the GK (see ‘ Sankara—The Commen-
tator on' the Mandikya Karikas®, op. cit., p. 424) or he must
have followed a tradition of interpretation of the GK. Exegetical
difference cannot be regarded as a strong evidence but doctrinal
or philosophical difference should be seriously taken into
consideration. :

1V. Bhattacharya, ‘The Gaudapada-Karika on the Man-
dikya Upanisad’, op. cit., p. 444, n. 4. :

2V. Bhattacharya, °Sankara’s Commentary on the Upa-
nisads’, op. cit., p. 103. Chintamani tried to defend in his articl
(op. cit., pp. 423-4). , : . '

S =
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If the Gaudapadiyabhasya be viewed as an authentic
work of Samkara, how can these points be explained ?
It seems to me that the first three problems are closely
related with one another, since they are all concerned
with the commentator’s philosophical standpoint and
his principle of interpretation based upon it. _

Modern scholarship has revealed the fact that the
Gaudapadiyakarika is a work greatly influenced by

- Buddhism; each succeeding prakarana of the Gauda-

padiyakarika is more Buddhistic than that preceding it.1
It seems to me that the Mandikyopanisad and the four
prakaranas of the Gaudapadiyakarika represent five stages
of increasing Buddhist influence upon the Vedanta
tradition. The fourth prakarana, which constitutes nearly
half of the whole text, may well be regarded as a
Buddhist text.2 However, the author of the Gauda-

padiyabhasya regards the Gaudapadiyakariki as a com-

pendium of the essence of the purport of the Upanisad-s
(vedantarthasarasamgraha).® According to him the objec-
tive of the Gaudapadiyakarika is the realization. of the
state of non-duality (advaitabhava), i.e. the realization
of the natural state of atman (svasthatd) and the Gauda-
padiyakariki was meant to reveal the knowledge of
brahman.* In other words the author intends to inter-
pret it consistently from the Advaita point of view.

1 H. Nakamura,
pp. 562-89.
2ibid., p. 587. :
- 3 See footnote 4 on p. 82 above.
$ GKBh, Introduction, p. 6.

Vedanta  Tetsugaku no Hatten, op cit.,
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What he had to do here was to give to the Gaudapadiya-
karika, an extremely Buddhistic text, an Advaitic

character. The composition of the Gaudapadiyabhasya -

may have been an epoch-making event in the history
of the Vedanta. It may be said that the Gaudapadiya-
bhasya stood at a turning point in the Vedanta tradition
which ‘until then had been becoming more and more
Buddhistic. "

It is not easy to judge how far the author of the
Gaudapadiyabhisya was acquainted with Buddhism but
he appears to have had a comparatively profound
knowledge of it. Let us take one instance. The term
dharma in the Gaudapadiyakarika IV is no doubt used
in a Buddhist sense, ie. ‘a thing’ or ‘an object of
knowledge >.1 However, the commentator explains it
as atman.? He sometimes does not interpret it.3 This
fact probably does not indicate ignorance of the Bud-
dhist usage of the term, but rather an intentional
misinterpretation by the author so as to give the text
an Advaitic character. This understanding of the text
seems to be supported by the fact that the author fails
to interpret the text in that way in some cases where
the context compels him to accept the Buddhist meaning

1V. Bhattacharya, ‘ The Gaudapada-Karika on the Man-
dikya Upanisad’, op. cit., p. 442 and H. Nakamura, Vedanta
Tetsugaku no Hatten, op. cit., pp. 507-8. '

*GKBh 1V. 1, p. 156; 10, p- 162; 46, p. 189; 53, p. 193;
81, p. 207; 91, p. 215; 92, p. 215; 96, p. 218; 99, p. 220. The
commentator interprets dharma as sadhaka in GKBh III. 1, p. 103.

SGKBR1V.6; 8;21; 33; 98.

‘as hastyadin dharman.
Gaudapadiyakarika IV. 54 and IV. 82 as bahyadharma
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of the term dharma.! For example, when he comments
on Gaudapadiyakarika IV. 21, he interprets dharman
He again interprets dharma in

and dvayavastu respectively. It is of interest that when
he comments on the term dharma in stanza Gaudapadiya-
karika IV. 99, where it occurs twice, he interprets the

first occurrence as meaning visapantara and the second

as atman in the plural. Here he takes the first one in
the Buddhist sense and the second in his own peculiar
sense. By doing so and at the same time by giving a
similar intentional misinterpretation to the Buddhist
term buddha, which also occurs twice in the same stanza,
he managed to interpret the whole stanza Gaudapadiya-
kirtka IV. 99 as refuting Buddhism, although in fact
this concluding stanza simply states Buddhistic thought.?
It is significant that the term dharma in Katha Up. 1. 21
and IV. 14 is also interpreted as atman in Samkara’s
commentary on it. It is said that the Katha Up. is
more or less influenced by Buddhism and the term
here is to be understood in the Buddhist sense.?
Further, it is certain that Samkara knew the Buddhist

'Cf. V. Bhattacharya, ‘The Gaudapida-Kiriki on the
Mandikya Upanisad’, op. cit., p. 442; H. Nakamura, Vedanta
Tetsugaku no Hatten, op. cit., p. 508. ‘

2 As for the interpretation of this stanza, see V. Bhattacharya,

‘Gaudapada’, Indian Historical Quarterly, 14 (1938), pp. 392-7;

H. Nakamura, Vedanta Tetsugaku no Hatten, op. cit., pp. 499-503.
3H. Nakamura, Shoki no Vedanta Tetsugaku (=Early Vedanta
Philosophy) (Tokyo, Iwanami, 1950), pp. 25-37.
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concept of dharma, for in the Upadesasahasri he uses it
in. the Buddhist sense when he wishes to refute a
Buddhist tenet.! There are additional instances of
such intentional misinterpretation in the Gaudapadiya-
bhasya.? It seems to me that the commentator’s
knowledge of Buddhism enabled him to carry out his
intention of giving the text an Advaitic character.

In the Brakmasitrabhdsya Samkara’s knowledge of
Buddhism is openly utilized to attack Buddhist doc-
trines since the Brahmasitra itself presents them as
something to be refuted.?> His effort in the Brahma-
siitrabhdsya is not to make Buddhist doctrines Advaita
doctrines, but to give the Vedanta doctrine of the
Brahmasiitra, which is in the line of bhedabhedavada,* an
Advaita character. Consequently, in comparison with
the commentaries of Bhaskara and Ramanuja, Samkara’s
commentary is.far removed from the original meaning
of the Brahmasitra especially in his interpretation of
sttra~s which are concerned with the relationship
between brahman and atman.® On the other hand, in

- 1 ksanikam hi tad atyartham dharmamatram nirantaram |

sadysyad dipavat taddhis tacchantih purusarthata || Upad 11. 16. 23.
Ramatirtha, a commentator of the Upad, interprets dharmamatra as
vastumdtra.

2See, for example, the commentator’s interpretation of
sambuddha (GK 1V. 1), dvipadam vara (GK IV. 1), citta (GK IV 72),
bhagavat (GK IV. 82 and 84) and agrayapa (GK IV. 90).

3 Brahmasiitra, 11, 2. 18-32.

¢H. Nakamura, Brakmasitra no Tetsugaku (=Philosophy of
the Brahmasiitra) (Tokyo, Iwanami, 1951), pp. 447-51. '

5 ibid., pp. 381-94.

S
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the Gaudapadiyabhasya, the commentator’s knowledge of
Buddhism is tacitly used to transmute Buddhist doc-
trine into Advaitism; for Buddhist doctrines in the
Gaudapadiyakariki are not points to be refuted but
constitute an essential part of the text and at least in
the case of the-fourth prakarapa almost the whole of it,
and therefore the commentator himself has to admit
similarity between Buddhism and the Advaitism of the
Gaudapadiyakarika.* The tendency to give the original
text an Advaita character appears also in Samkara’s.
Bhagavadgitabhasya especially when he ° advaitinizes’,
ie. illusionizes, realistic Samkhyan elements in the
Bhagavadgita.®* The commentator’s inclination to give
non-Advaitic ideas an Advaitic character, which appears
frequently in Samkara’s bhdsya-s, has possibly led some
modern scholars to criticize the author of the Gauda-
padiyabhasya as explaining away obvious references to
Buddhism ® or as lacking knowledge of Buddhism
comparable to that which the author of the Brakma-

sitrabhasya had.4

1 JAanajiieyajiiatrbhedarahitam  paramarthatattvam advayam etan na
buddhena bhasitam. yady api bahyarthanirakaranam Jiianamatrakalpana
cadvayavastusamzpyam uktam.  idam tu paramdrthatattvam advaitam
vedanteso eva vijiieyam ity arthah, GKBh IV. 99, p. 220.

tCf. S. Mayeda, ‘ The Authent1c1ty of the Bhagavadgita-
bhasya ’, op. cit., pp. 178-83 and pp. 194-7.

3 See S. Radhakrlshnan Indian Philosophy, vol. IT (New York,
Macmillan, 1958), p. 465, n. 2; S. Dasgupta, 4 sttor_y of Indian:
Philosophy (Cambridge, 1951), p. 424, n. 1.

¢ See footnote | on p. 84 above.
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However, anyone strict in the usage of words
would hardly make such an attempt to give an Advaitic
‘character to non-Advaitic concepts. Besides his ten-
dency to advaitinize ’ ideas and his familiarity with
Buddhism, the author, like Samkara, was flexible in
usage of terms, and so he used some Buddhist technical
terms such as vijfiapti, vijiaptimatra and jRaptimatra in
‘the Advaita sense. It should be noted here that in
one place in the Upadesasihasri Samkara uses the term
Jhapti in the Advaita sense, i.e. caitanya or dtman, and
in the Buddhist sense in another place, and in another
place he asserts that the term jiapt: is not applicable
to dtman'; in the Upadesasihasri he also uses the
originally Buddhist term advaya far more frequently
than advaita.? ’

¢ Advaitinization > manifests itself not only in

intentional misinterpretation of Buddhist and other
non-Advaitic tenets but also in ascribing authority for
such misinterpretations to the sruti-s, especially the
Upanisad-s. The commentator quotes the Upanisad-s
several times in support of his interpretation of the

~YIn Upad II. 15. 15 Samkara uses jiiapti in the sense of
«caitanya or datman (kham ivaikarasa jRaptir avibhaktdjaramald). But
when he attacks the Bahyarthavadin-s, he seems to use the term
in a Buddhist sense and to treat it as a synonym of dki, i.e. buddhi
in Upad 11. 16. 25. Furthermore, in Upad 11. 18. 55 Samkara
asserts that the term jAapti is not applicable to dtman, since it
indicates ¢ becoming ’ (bhdva).
2The term advaita is used only twice (Upad 1I. 16. 33;
-advaitabhdva, Upad 1. 2. 109) whereas advaya occurs 35 times (Upad
I1. 9. 3; 10. 1; 10. 3; 10. 7; 10. 8; 10. 9; 10. 11; 10. 12; etc.).
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fourth prakarapa of the Gaudapadiyakarika, a text which
has hardly anything to do with the Upanisad-s. The
above-mentioned instance of aspariapoga, which the
commentator interprets as advaitadarsanayoga, which is
of the nature of brakman (brahmasvabhiva),! may be a
case of falsely finding authority in the Upanisad-s. An
instance of such false ascription of authority appears in
another work by Samkara: in the Upadesasahasri Sam-
kara asserts that the idea of @bhdsa or reflection’ of
dtman is supported by the Sruti-s and so on, although
it is in fact not mentioned at all in the fruti-s.

As for the existence of benedictory stanzas in the
Gaudapadiyabhasya, it may suffice to say that the Bhaga-
vadgitabhasya and the Upadesasahasri also have benedic-
tory stanzas. As for the metrical and grammatical
defects, these have been pointed out only in two

“of the five benedictory stanzas and none in the text

itself. There is no critical edition of the Gaudapadiya-
bhagpa. My experience in editing the Upadesasahasri
tells me that defects of this kind cannot be strong

! adhunddvaitadarsanayogasya  namaskaras latstutaye.  sparsanam
sparSah sambandho na vidyate yasya yogasya kenacid kadicid api so
¢ asparsayogo’ brahmasvabhava eva © vai nama’ iti brahmavidam asparsa-
yoga ity evam prasiddha ityarthah, GKBh IV. 2, p. 158. It may be
of interest to note that asparsayoga is similar to parisamkhyana which
is described in Upad I.'3. Chintamani takes asparsayoga as a non-
technical term. According to him, the commentator wishes to
say that ¢ the idea conveyed by the phrase asparsayoga is to be
often met with in the Upanisads and the Bhagavadgita’ (see
“ Sarikara—The Commentator on the Mandiikya Karikas ’, op. cit.,
pp. 421-2). T
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evidence, since manuscripts of the Upadesasahasri have
revealed a good number of variant readings and structu-
ral differences; one group of manuscripts lacks one of
the benedictory stanzas.! _

No convincing testimony has so far been discovered
to defend the authenticity of the Gaudapadiyabhasya.
This has been the weakest point on the side of scholars
who support Samkara’s authorship of the Gaudapadiya-
bhagya. But we now have positive evidence obtained
from comparing the Gaudapadiyabhasya with the Brahma-
sitrabhdsya in regard to certain critical terms and
quotations. And the evidence against Samkara’s

authorship which I have discussed above seems capable

of being explained. At the present stage of research
we may be allowed to conclude that the Gaua’apda’_’ya—
bhasya including the Mandulgyopamsadb/zasya is one: of
Samkara’s genuine works.

1 Cf. Variant readings givenin The Upadesasdhasri of Sasikara-
carya, Critically Edited with Introduction (Unive;sity of Pennsylvania
dissertation) (Ann Arbor, University Microfilms, 1961) pp. 244-93.
For example, the manuscripts of the Upad accompanied by
Bodhanidhi’s commentary lack stanzas XVIII. 230-3, the last
of which is a benedictory stanza.

- materialistic Europe.

D. MACKENJIE BROWN

SOME MODERN VIEWS OF THE
MANUSAMHITA

Tue Code of Manu epitomizes Indian classical tradi-
tion. It embraces substantially all aspects of human
life and society: Government, Economics, Sociology,
Religion, Ethics, Penology, Cosmology. The laws
were sacred. Individual behaviour was imbued with

. a transcendent character, an existential purposiveness

related to an underlying religious scheme. In modern
times, the Code has been questioned, denounced,
praised or reinterpreted in different historical contexts
and by individuals with divergent interests, viewpoints
and prejudices. These opinions are significant indi-

~ cators of modern reaction to the traditional values of

Hindu civilization and constitute one aspect of the
intricate intellectual struggle arising out of the contact
between European and Indian cultures. ,

We may note three basic reactions. 1. Missionaries
and some officials tended to be shocked at the
‘idolatry > and Brahmanism and despotism expressed
in the Code and considered India an unparalleled
opportunity for improving the souls, morals and living
standards of native peoples. - 2. Certain Orientalists
and Hinduphiles saw in Manu and Indian religion and
society the answer to a decadent Christianity and a
3. Among Western educated
Indians, various democratizers and reformers accepted
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IX. 3-4). Sporadic references are found also in other Vedic texts.! Sufficé it to
mention here the relevant passages in the Grhyasatras : Kaudika~S. 93-136 :

W. p. 344-413; Asvalayana-GS. III. 6. 5-7, IIL. 7. 7, IIL 10. 9-10; Sankha-

yana-GS. V. 5. 1-13, V. 8. 1-6, V. 10. 1-4, V. 11. 1-2; Baudhayana-GS. III.
6, IIL. 8. 5-6, IIL. 9.2-3, IV.2.6-3.9; Bharadvaja-GS.IL 30-32; Apas-
tamba~GS. VIIL 23. 9-10; Hiranyake$i-GS. I. 16. 2-17. 6; Agnivedya-GS.
II.5: p. 79. 1-6 (: Baudh.-GS. III. 6), II. 8; Manava-GS. II. 15, II. 17
(: Kathaka-GS. LVI. 1-3); Paraskara-GS. III. 15. 17-20; Gobhila-GS.
III. 3. 32-36 (34-36 : Khadira-GS. II. 5. 35-37 or Drahyayana-GS. II 5.
42—44) Jaimini-GS. II. 7.

Further I should like to point out the fact that some of the adbhutas
are reckoned as grounds for stopping Vedic studies.2 The following are .the
chief passages prescribing the anadhyaya in the Smarta-Satras : Adv. -GS. IV.
4.17-217; Sankh-GSIV7VIl3220fIV5 17; Man. -GS, 1. 4. 6,
10-18; Varaha-GS. VIIL 6, VIIIL 9-11; Kath. -GS. IX. 5-9; Par. GS. IL
11. 1-9, cf. II. 10. 23, II. 12. 4; Gobh. —GS. III. 3.9-29; Khad. -GS. IIL 2.
23-31 or Drah. -GS. IIL 2. 21-29; Jaim. -GS. I. 14: p. 14. 16-17; Baudh.
-DhS. I. 21. 4-22; Ap. -DhS. 1.9. 6-11. 38, 1. 12 3-13; Vaikhznasa-DAhS.
II. 11 : p. 129. 2-8, 12 : p. 129. 9-14; Vas:stha~DhS XTIT. 8-40, X VIII. 12-13,
XXIIL. 36; Gautama-DhS. I. 58— 61, XVI. 5-49; cf. also Manu-Smrti IV. 99,
101-127; Yajfiavalkya-Sm. I. 144-151; Vispu-Sm. XXX. 4-31; etc. So it is
evident that Vedic scholars too cannot be indifferent to the problem of
adbhutas

. 1. For details see my annotated Japanese translation of the AdB., Annual of
the Suzuki Res. Found. No. 1 (1965 ), p. 40-45,

2. Of. HILLEBRANDT, Rituallitteratur, p, 59-60; P. V. Kaxg, History of

Dharmasastra, I1. 1 (1941), p. 393-402; see also K. p. 11, p. 32 : earthquake, p. 49 :
meteor, p. 57 : thunder, lightning, p. 62 end : whirlwind, p. 76 end : halo of the sun or
moon, p. 82 : varjous cries and sounds, p, 102 ; landslide,

GAUDAPADA AND SANKARA :
“ ( A Study in_ Contrast )*

BY
A, G. KRISHNA WARRIER

The author of the Mandukyakarika has been respectfully referred to,
twice,! by the author of the Brahmasutrabhasya as sampradayavidah, and
Vedantarthasampradayavidah acaryak. This simple fact may set up a presump-
tion that, in fact, both these celebrated masters of Advaita have taught the
same kind of Advaita. Indeed, several modern exponents of Advaita have
said as much in so jmany words. For instance Prof. T. R. V. MURrTI affirms :2
“ Gaudapada and Safkara revolutionized the Vedanta thought by establishing
nondualism dialectically; they characterize phenomena as false appearance
(maya) and formulate the doctrine of three truths and two texts.” Again,
elsewhere,® he notes : ““ It was left to Gaudapada and his illustrious successor
Saikara to revolutionize Vedanta by introducing the theory of appearance
(vivarta ).”” In a similar vein, Dr. T. M. P. MAHADEVAN also has recorded
his conviction that both Gaudapada and Sankara are advocates of the same
type of Advaita.* I propose in this paper to contrast, in one important res-
pect, the philosophical system adumbrated in the GPK with that elaborated by
Saiikara and show that the differences between the two have far-reaching con-
sequences. Gaudapada is mainly interested in delineating the nature of the
real and, therefore, con81stently with it, shows little concern for the life of
man in the world. Sankara, on the other hand, develops a system of thought
whose immense sweep and flexible structure provide for the development of
all enlightened human interests.

The most vital philosophical difference between Gaudapada and

‘Sarikara is that whereas the former affirms only the immutable Absolute rejec-

ting all else as illusory,5 the latter has, with a more penetrating and compre--

* The List of Abbreviations is given ut the end,

1. BSB,1.4.14; 2. 1. 9. 2. HPEW,]. p. 213, 3. CPB,p. 56.

4, G.p. 240; Su SACUIDINANDASARASVATI, the author of the Mandiakyureha-
syavivrtd; Mysore, 1958, advances arguments to show that the authors of the BSB and’
GPKB are one ; pp. 6 Ef

6. Some writers do not distinguish hetween the illusory and the phenomenal,
For instaunce, Dr. RADHAKRISHNAN says on p. 273 of HPEW, i, that the Vaitathyapraka-
raga in GPK explains the phenomenal nature of the world ; on the same page he also
notes as Gaudapada’s view that the multiplicity of the world is like the illusion of a
circle of fire when a firebraud is whirled quickly. Similarly in STK, Dr. DEVARAJA
refers to the world as illusory or phenomenal, and in 4V Sri Venkatarama IyER, too,
does the same ( p. 48). In this paper, illusory is used to denote the pratibhasika, em-
pu'loal to denote nydvahdarika, and the transphenomenal to denote paramarthika,
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hensive awareness of the complex problems of life, distinguished three orders

or degrees of reality, viz., the illusory, the empirical, and the transpheno-

menal. Dr. MAHADEVAN seeks to minimise® the importance of these distinc-
tions arguing that * there is only one truth, the paramarthika, of which the
vyavaharika is a semblance or appearance.” He proceeds to observe that a
section of the same, i. e., the relative experience as a whole, having a ““less
degree of reality than the so-called normal waking life is the pratibhasika.”
At the moment we may note that Gaudapada does not make even these
rather fragile distinctions; but dismisses, instead, the totality of life, the sky
and stars and the entire furniture of the mind, as so much dream stuff. He
contends that there is total identity between dream cognitions and those of
wakeful life - svapnajagaritasthane hyekamahurmanisinah.* His arguments in
favour of this thesis have been exhibited as follows by JAcoBI:® Things seen
in the waking state are not true - this is the Pratijna ; because they are seen—
this is the hetu; as things seen in a dream are not true, so the property of be-
ing seen belongs, in like manner, to things seen in the waking state — this is
the hetupanaya; therefore things seen in the waking state also are not true -
this is the nigamana. The world exists only in the mind of man.* Itis not as
though Gaudapada is unaware of any distinction between dream and waking
experiences. For instance, he points out that the dream objects exist only so
long as they are perceived, that their esse is percipi; whereas the objects
cognized in the wakeful state are dvayakala, or mutually determined.® Never::
theless, he lumps both dream and waking objects together on the ground that
they are all imagined alike - kalpitah eva te sarve. This is dogmatic, if any-

thing is, and is strongly reminiscent of the mentalism of the Vijnanavadi
Buddhists.6 :

It may be remarked in passing that the crucial objection against the
equation between waking and dream is based on the fact that the laws of
waking life are so different from the lawlessness of dreams, and that man’s
ethical endeavour and religious values are bound up with his waking life. To’
this it is no answer to urge that “ when the delusion of duality is dispelled the

) L @ p. 2071, Oun the other hand, cf. pp. 48 ff of 4 V, and p. 118 of MK, and pPpP.
666 ff of A8,

2. GPK,2 5,

3. JA08, xxxiii Part 1, April 1913,

4, QPK, 4. 47.

6. GPK,2 14, ¢Mutually determined’ moans that the object and the subject,

grahya and gréhaka, refer to each other. Cf. 4 S, p. 24. But the commentator of GPK -

explains the phrase diﬁerently—pm'aspmrapa.ricchedyaparicahedalaatva711 bahyandm
bhedanam,

6. Saryam cittadréyamavastukam — GI K, 4, 36,
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i .s'o?'called facts of the external world will turn out to be illusory;”?1 for the

dispelling of the delusion in question is impossible without endowing w.al'cng
life with more reality than that associated with dreams. Of course, religious
sadhana is bound up with wakeful life; discrimination, purity, holiness? a1:e
values incapable of realization except through prolonged and systematic
efforts® in wakeful life. Therefore, obviously, it is illogical to take for grant-
ed a position as yet unrealized and dismiss wakeful life and dream as equally
jllusory. This point may be made in yet another way. The rele.vant. resem-
blance between wakeful life and dream is just in respect of their difference
from paiamizrtha. This cannot make them equal any more thal} the common
difference, say, from the buffalo, makes a horse and bull equal n all respects.
“ The empirical difference between waking and dream is not demed"by Qau-
dapada,” urges Dr. MAHADEVAN,* but the affirmation ° svapnajagarzte...
ekam »’5 clearly proves the contrary. Indeed, the entire second chapter enti-
tled vaitathya establishes the fact that for Gaudapada dream and phenomena
of wakeful life are equally false. This unmistakable penchant of Gaudapada
for blurring the vital distinctions between dream and waking has correctly led
several thinkers to dub him a su-bjectivist.6

In sharp contrast Safikara repudiates the contention that the waking
experiences are on a par with those of the dream state. ‘ There’ are”, he-
maintains, ‘“ external objects apart from their ideas in the mind of the per.-
cipient, because such objscts are experienced. Denial of the objects of cogni-
tions is inadmissible. A man while enjoying a hearty dinner may as well <'1<?ny
both the act and the satisfaction born 'of it.” The contention that a cognmc:n'
has no objective correlate® provokes Sankara to retort, badhamevam bravisi
niramkusatvatte tundasya.® Common sense rightly distinguishes between a
solid wall outsidé and the idea thereof within the mind; one is the object of
the other. Were the experience of externality wholly baseless, how could the
mentalist even talk of an apparent externality, bahirvad ?** “ None compares

1. G,p. 124, . ‘
2, COf Sankara’s discussion of Sadhanacatustayan in his comment on BS, 1.1,1,
3. i’S, 1. 14 — sa tu dirghakalanairantaryasatkardsevito drdhabhamsib.
4, Q. p. 125
5, GPK,2,5. 3 ' .
6. Dr. RADHAKRISHNAN in IP,ii, p. 456 ; J. SINHA, History of Indian Philo-
sophy, 11, p. 446.
7. BSB, 11 2,28,
8. As GP asserts in GPK, 2. 9 — drstam vaitathyametayoh.
9. ¢Indeed you speak thus as you have an unbridled tongue’- BSB, 11.2, 28,
10. yalantarjfieyarapamtadbahirvadavadhdasate |
80’ 1rtho vijiidnariapatvdat tatpratyayat(fydpica H
Dinnaga, Alambanapariksd,
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Visnumitra to the son of a barren woman ! Philosophers, then, must build

their systems of thought on the terra firma of human experience. They must

needs concede the existence of objects presented in their respective cognitions,
Thus is established the fact of the existence of external objects. To start, on

the other hand, from the presumption of its impossibility is irrational.”
And, so on.! '

Now, this spirited assertion of the empirical reality of waking experien-
ces is by no means an impulsive act on Safikara’s part; nor has it been dicta-
ted by the exigencies of dialectical controversy with the Bauddhas. It is the
logical consequence of his deliberate philosophical construction, of the
theory of adhyasa or superimposition, with whose classical formulation his
Brahmasutrabhasya begins. Here we shall stress the following points :

(i) The starting point of Sankara’s philosophy is the recognition of
lokavyavahara or the sphere of empirical facts, and not its dismissal as mere
dream stuff, ’

(ii) This implies that while, on the one hand, the superimposed rope-
snake may be dismissed as illusory, the empirical world cannot be so treated.

(iii) Sankara is, epistemologically, a realist. Even the rope-snake is
not a mere idea in the mind of the percipient. It is presented to him, out
there, as an inexplicable, anirvacani ya, object, and may be sublated only
through the cognition of its empirically stable substrate, the rope.

(iv) Incomparably greater than the reality of the illusory snake is
that of the empirical world whose stability is coterminous with the perci-
pient’s life in that world whose substrate is Brahman. Thus from an analysis
of adhyasa, as Sankara has formulated? it, emerges his theory of the three-
fold reality, the illusory, the empirical, and the transphenomenal.? Whereas
the illusory nature of the rope-snake is detected and sublated in the sphere of
the empirical reality, the falsity or mithyatvam of the world grounded in
Brahman is, normally,® not. It is this circumstance that makes ethical and
religious life both possible and necessary with a view to realizing the non-
dual world-ground, and the cancellation of the empirical manifold. Such a

1. BSB, 2228 & 29,
2. The adhydsabhdsya in BSB.

3. The threefold reality in Sankara’s Philosophy may be distinguished from
the three laksanas or svabhdvas of a thing, viz : parikalpita, paratanira, and puri.
nigpanna, as worked out in the Mahayana, These refer to the way one chooses to re.
gard any given object, either as purely imagined by the mind or imagined with refe.
rence to its imaginary causes, too, or as totally devoid of all characteristics. as ‘Siinya.’
Cf. A8, pp. 176, 177, and 178,

4, BG,VIL3,
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procedure implies that the criterion of reality in Advm:ta i:‘ abadhyata or un-
sublatability.! The illusory situation or adhyasa provides? the key to unlock

- the mystery of life. We arrive at the insight that as the illusory reality of

the rope-snake is to the empirical reality of the rope, so is the empirical
réality of the entire world to the transphenomenal reality of its ground' or .
Brahman; that the empirical reality is a mean proportional between the illu-

“ sory reality and the transphenomenal reality.® Once this insight is securely

held and acted upon, there unfold vistas of purposeful life as va.xried in its
activities as rich in its contents. The most formidable objection agalr}st
Gaudapada’s philosophy is that such a possibility is altogether excluded by its
dogmatic identification of wakeful life and dream.

Dr. RADHAKRISHNAN states the objection to Gaudapada f.orcefully,
thus : “ The caustic critic may observe that a theory which has nothing bettf:r
to say than that an unreal soul is trying to escape from an unfeal bondage in
an unreal world to accomplish an unreal supreme good may itself be‘ an up-
reality.”? Swami NIKHILANANDA makes an ineffectual protest? agau.lst this
criticism pleading that the distinction Sankara makes between tl}e }vakmg and
dream states is from the empirical standpoint. Of course, this is the ca:se.
Once the Advaitic Absolute is realized, i. e., from the transphenomenal p01.nt
of view, no distinction is possible or necessary. Then one is krtakrtya. I.dlfe
as we know it is lived mainly on the empirical level, and its pr‘oblex?ls, ethical
and religious, are to be tackled and solved there. The objection, 1rrefutaple :
as we see it, against Gaudapada is that, due to his re.fu.s?1 to draw a line
between waking and dream, he rules out the very possibility of pur.posefl'll
life. In its exclusive preoccupation with the transphenomenal real.lty,' his
Advaita ceases to cater to the life of man here below, a life that he dismisses
as no better than a dream.

A later Advaitic sage has, with remarkable perspicacity, observed. that
the world-illusion or maya, whence emancipation is sought, may be viewed
from three points of view :—

tucchanirvacaniya ca vastavi cetyasau tridha [
maya jreya tribhirbodhaih Srautayauktikalaukikaik [/ ® _

The process of lifting the last mentioned awareness, bodha, for whjc}l

the world of plurality or maya alone is real, to the level of the first, where it

1. A4S, p. 50 : trikclabadhyatvaripam sativam.
2. P.T. Rajvu, Idealist Thought of India, pp. 100 ff. .
3. ekameva hi paramarthasatyam brahma : vyavahdravisayam apeksikam satyam
mrgatrsnikadyanridpeksayodakddi satyamuchyate. TUB, 2. 6,
ii, p. 463 ; QPK, 1L 32,
: ;}I:LIXIEU with GPK and Sanksra’s Commgntnry, pp. xxvii ff (Mysore, 1944),
6. PD, VI, 130,
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v a'nisheﬁ alt.oget%xer and transphenomenal Real alone abides, has to be accom-
plished in time, in the sphere of empirical reality. Dubbing life a dream hardly

helps.! Asa philosopher. S'aﬁkara’s achievement is that he furnished, through ‘

his scheme of three-fold reality, a wide framework for living a full life with
Self-realization as its goal.*  Thus fall into their proper perspective and
o.rder the Yogas, karma, bhakti and Jjnana, which the aspirants, variously
gifted, may pursue for their self-fulfilment.  Only in thé system of Saﬂkafé.
will .the words, uttisthata, jagrata, prapya varannibodhata,® make sense,
“ Arise from the dream, the blind wanderings that constitute the majof paff
gf .worldly life, the life of the blind led by the blind.”* Having arisén, as
Sankara points® out, one has to seek out competent guides from whom to
learn. These activities, of course, fall within the sphere of empirical reality
and not in that of dream. For, the Sruti proceeds to describe the path of

the sadhaka as “ ksurasya dhara. . . .durgam pathas..”$ Whereas Gauda-

pada declares with an air of finality :

svapnamaye yatha dyste gandharvanagaram yatha |
tatha visvamidam drstam vedantesu vicak sanaik [| 7

' .

Safikara’s world is one in which a vital distinction has to be made bet-
ween the floating appearances of dream and the sterner stuff of wakeful life
whose sphere embrac’es arts and sciences, ethics and religion. In his commen:
tary on BSI. 1.4, Saikara quotes with approval the idea that so long as
ma.n 15 embodied, the world in which he lives must be taken seriously and
objectively.® His world is an ordered whole endowed with a stable, knowable
nature. This is proved by the fact that instead of treating it as a private ill'u;
sory entity superimposed on Brahman, Sankara makes Isvara both the nimi-
ttam and ,Upizd&nm_n of the world.’® Further, this objeétive .Siatus of 'tﬂé
world in Sankara’s philosophy makes it a potent means for'reaching lifé’é
supreme goal. Being sustained by its divine ground, and transphenomenally

1. @Ps di:lstsincbions regarding adhikdra, made in GPK, 3. 16, demand a,three:
fold reality that Sankara’s system provides, ’ ' o
2. Cf. Yadi ki namarape na iyet /3 \ia
nirupddhiban ripam na pratilfhy&yet';y;ak;’gj;f ;.ag.wlgjyit;?v:pfogt;af;gmyhanﬂkhyam
3. KU,L3. M. o
KU, 1.2 5,
KUB, 1. 3. 14,
KU, 1. 3. 14,
GPK, 1L 31.
_ tattu samanvaydt,
9. pramanam tvatmanidcayat,

L

. 10.‘ {ES, I 1.2; 1. 4.23. Dr. MAHADEVAN's suggestion that GP contemplates an
l_§v‘ara.s.r$;wada seems to have no basis in fact. How, in that case, could he h
written Chapters II and IV of @PK? . ’ . e
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non-different from it,! the world may reveal to the sadhaka a kingdom of

 ends which, eventually, culminate in the eternal values of truth, beauty, and

goodness. The distance Sankara has travelled in this respect from Gauda-
pada’s position may be briefly indicated. From GPK we learn that the world
is the erroneous construction of the divine atrma through his own maya; this
suggests a drsti-srsti-vada® approach to the problem of reality. In Sankara’s
philosophy, on the contrary, this is replaced by a srsti-drsti-vada, since the
material and efficient cause of the world is Isvara, as stressed earlier. Without
such an objective status for the world, life in it must needs prove futile.

~ That the line of thought indicated above is no idle fancy, but a logical
development of Sankara’s Advaita, built on the foundation of his three-fold
reality, may be illustrated with reference to certain inspiring utterances of

' Swami VIVEKANANDA, the founder of the school of neo-Vedanta. He had

occasion to make a typical affirmation like the following :3 «“ The great idea
of the real and basic solidarity of the whole universe has frightened many
even in this country... I tell you, nevertheless, that it is the one great life~
giving idea which the whole world wants from us today and which the mute
masses of India want for their uplifting; for none can regenerate this land of
ours without the practical application and effective operation of this ideal of
the oneness of things. One who should see God in every being; one whose
heart would weep for the poor, for the weak, for the outcast, for the down-
trodden, for everyone in this world, inside India or outside...” Empirical
expression, in conduct, of the ethical force implicit in the idea and realiza-
tion of spiritual unity is inconceivable without investing the ~world with a
higher order of reality than dreams may claim.

In the light of the facts set forth above itis difficult to agree with the

& judgement that  doctrinally, there is no difference whatsoever between what

is taught by Gaudapada in the Karika and what is expounded by Saiikara in
his extensive works.”’* No doubt these Acaryas are at one in maintaining that
the immutable Atman is the supreme reality.> On the other hand, }he most
outstanding difference between the two is the foundation of Sankara’s
Advaita, viz., the sattatrayavada, or the doctrine of three—fold reality, which
is conspicuous~by‘its absence in GPK. To hold, therefore, that Gaudapada
was the model philosopher® whom Safkara set out to follow and that the

1. BS,IL 1. 14,
2. Cf. G. R. MALEANI, MAV, pp. 209 ff. for an account of drstisrstivada.
- 8, Complete Works, 111, pp. 188, 189, 267.
4, @, p. 240, ,
5. Cf. GPK,IV. 71 : etattadutiamam satyam yatra kimcinna jdyate /!
6. @, p. 240. -
ABORI 24
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two, together, revolutionized Vedantic thought are not borne out by the facts.
By virtue of his insights and genius, Sankara constructed his philosophy on
the foundation of the sattatrayavada implicit in the major upanisads. Am
adequate consideration of the relevant facts makes this conclusion inesca-
pable and irrefutable.
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A FORGOTTEN EPISODE IN THE MEDIEVAL
HISTORY OF BENGAL

BY

R. C. MAJUMDAR

1 propose to discuss briefly a highly significant event that took place

in Bengal between A. D. 1415 and 1418, but is generally unknown to, or

1gnored by, students of history. It is unnecessary to describe the vanous 1s-
olated data which were brought to our notice by different scholars over a

‘period of more than forty years and have gradually been pieced together to

form an authentic, fairly complete, and intelligible episode which throws
very interesting light on the medieval history not only of Bengal but also of

“the whole of India.

The incident concerns a zammdar in Bengal who became very powerful

‘.durmg the Muslim rule and occupied the throne. It is a unique event and a

reference is made to it in some Muslim chronicles of later date, like the

“history of Firishta and Riyaz-us—Salatin, composed, respectively, in the first -

decade of the 17th and the last decade of the 18th century. Firishta devotes
only a few lines to this episode and simply says thata “Zamindar of the
name of Kans made head against the Mahomedan power and succeeded in
placing himself on the throne of Bengal and died aftera reign of seven
years.”! We find a more circumstantial narrative in the Riyaz-us--Salatin,?
which may be summed up as follows : After ascending the throne Raja Kans,
the Hindu Zamindar, planned to * extirpate Islam from his dominions > and
“slew many of their learned and holy men.” Thereupon the saint Nur
Qutub-Alam invited Sultan Ibrahim Sharqi of Jaunpur to save Islam by
removing Kans. A highly respected saint of the Jaunpur court also urged

~ Sharqi to invade Bengal, and the latter thereupon marched with his army. -

' Kans, being afraid, fell at the feet of the saint Nur Qutub-Alam, and asking for
his forgiveness requested him to persuade Shargi to retreat. The saint said :

50 long as thou dost not embrace the Musalman religion, I cannot inter-

cede for thee.”” Kans thereupon brought his son Jadu, 12 years old, to the
saint, who then and there converted the latter to Islam, gave him the name
Jalal-ud-din, and declared him king. He then requested Sharqi Sultan to go
back to Jaunpur, but the latter did not readily agree to do so. The saint

thereupon ‘ cast angry glance towards the Sultan ’ and cursed him : * Before

1. Briees, English Translation, IV, p. 336.
2, English Translation by Abdus SaLam, pp. 113 ff,
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GAUDAPADA’S RAPPROACHMENT BETWEEN
BUDDHISM AND VEDANTA

L. M. Joshi
UNIVERSITY OF GORAKHPUR

The Date and Works of Gaudapada.

One of the most important philosophical texts written in ancient India
is the Agamasastra,! often called Gaudapadakarika or Mandukyakarika.
It is attributed to Gaudapada, traditionally supposed to be the grand-
teacher of Sarhkaracarya (cir. 800 A. D.). It is possible that Gaudapada
hailed from Bengal (Gauda), and the name seems to be an epithet rather
than a personal name2. Opinion is divided with regard to his date. The
tradition, which makes him a grand-guru of the Advaita teacher Sarhkara,
would place him in cir. 800 A. D. as the latter is supposed to - have been

born in cir. 788 A. D.3  On the other hand, it has been pointed out that
since some extracts resembling the verses of the Agamasastra have been
quoted in the Tibetan translation of the Tarkajvala of Bhavaviveka
usually placed in cir. 500 A. D., Gaudapada can also be placed in the
same century®. It may be pointed out here that Bhavya or Bhiavaviveka,
the noted Svatantrika-Madhyamika teacher, seems to have flourished in
cir. 600 A. D. and was a contemporary of the Vijiianavada teacher Dhara-
mapala (cir. 550-610 A. D.) of Nilanda®. We may place Gaudapada in
the middle of the 6th century A. D. But we cannot be certain about the
tradition that Samkara was his direct pupil. To Gaudapada are ascribed,
apart from the Agamagastra, the following three works : Samkhyakarika-
bhasya, Uttaragita and the Subhagodayastuti. The authorship of these
works, however, seems to be doubtful.

The text of the Agamasastra is divided into four chapters (prakaranas)
and consists of 215 memorial verses (karikas). The work starts as a
commentary on the Mandikya-Upanisad but assumes the form of an
original treatise. Its first chapter elucidates the text of the Mandikya
Upanisad ; the second discusses the falsity (Vaitathya) of the phenomenal
experience; the third chapter is on non-duality, while the fourth is
captioned Alatasanti, literally ‘the extinction of the burning coal’ or ‘the
" quiescence of the fire-brand-circle’, a well-known simile signifying the
unreality of phenomenal diversity.
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2. Different Theories of Interpretation of the Agamasastra.

Dr. Walleser had pointed out that the Agamasastra of Gsudap;:;
bears considerable Mahayana Buddhist influence; l_Dr._ V. Bh;;’;gctargrs[ents
discussed, with remarkable thoroughness, the Mahayax_la Bu . 1shc :
in this text, and therefore in the classical Advaita Yedanta. ut he was o
the view that the IVth chapter, the Alatadanti prakarana, canlr;otf be
regarded as an integral part of the Agamaéist.ra. He even held that;1 e ‘our
chapters of it “are four independent treatises and ar.e .put..tog:lt erd mba

volume. under the title of Agama$astra.” The opinion is share thy
" Dr. T. R. V. Murti who remarks that the first three cha}‘)‘ter's are et:
works of “a keen Vedantin” while the fourth chapter was “written mos

‘ probably by a Buddhist”®. Dr. R.D. Karmakar seem.s to have taken
great pains to show that all the four chapters c?f t%le treatlsc? a.re from the
pen of Gaudapada, and that there is no Buddhist influence in its cont;nlt;.
except the Buddhist phraseology®. Dr. S.N. Dasgu;‘)ta,. however, he

that “there is sufficient evidence in his karikas for thmkmg' that he was
possibly himself a Buddhist, and considered that the tea_lchmgs _o; t_he
Upanisads tallied with those of Buddha’'1°. Mahamah?pz_xd‘ ya)ta
Dr. Gopinatha Kaviraja seems to recognise the fact that _Nag:arjlu_nzils
Madhyamakasastra had influenced the thought of the Gaudapadakarikas'.

In our humble opinion, there is no cogent reason to doubt that the
215 verses of the Agamasdastra are from the pen of a single _author’.- If we
assume that the fourth chapter is not an integral part of the Agamasastra or
that the four chapters are four independent texts from the pen of' four
different authors, we have to confront with such questions: Who 1s‘ the
author of the Alatasanti prakarana ? Who are those authors of four inde-
pendent treatises? Who put together the four chapters into one volume
and why ? These problems, says Dr. T. R. V. Murti, af'e “a matter of
conjecture.”’*® It is difficult to accept such a view. It 1's‘ all the m.ore
difficult to appreciate those attempts that exclude the possibll{ty of dOCtI‘l}lal
borrowings from Buddhist thought by classical Vedantists like Gaudapada
and Sarhkara. It is our contention”, Dr. Murti asserts, “that there could
not be acceptance of any doctrinal content by either side from the‘other
as each had a totally different background. of tradition and conception of
reality”.‘ Realising, however, that ‘“there is no difference between th.e
Absolute of Vedanta and that of the Madhyamika or Vijiinavada,” he is
constrained to admit that ‘“‘there has been borrowing of technique and not
of tenets.””?3 This assertion cannot be maintained.
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Hinduism borrowed freely from Buddhism, just as Mahiyanism
borrowed from Pauranic Brahmanism. Vedic religion did not favour ascetic
way of life, it exalted the household life; 1+ the greatest of Brahmanical
teachers before Buddha, namely, Yajiiavalkya, was a householder and had
two wives. In the time of the Buddha, the Sramanas or ascetics were
denounced as ‘outcastes’ (Vasalak) in  Brahmanical circlests, One
Brahmanical law-giver even attributed the introduction of the institution of
monastic ordination (pravrajya) to a demon (asura)'s,
show the Brahmanical dislike for Sramanic or ascetic culture in early
Buddhist and pre-Buddhist days. Subsequently, however, when Jainism
and Buddhism gained popularity and became forces to be reckoned with,
the Brahmanical teachers and authors of Brahmanical law-books began to
assimilate the elements of §ramam’c culture, and even evolved elaborate
rules for the life of a Sannyasin, Nobody can deny the fact that the
earliest ascetics or Sannyasins known to Indian history were the Buddhist
and Jaina bhiksus and Sramanas, and that, in course of time, Brahmanism
also accepted this originally non-Brahmanical tradition of monasticism.
The same is true of the tenet of Ahirisi, which was borrowed by
Brahmanism from Jainism and Buddhism, Then, the followers of Buddhism
and Brahmanism had totally different traditions and concepts of reality.
Yet we find the Brahmanical priests and religious teachers of Pauranic
Hinduism accepting Buddha Sakyamuni as an Incarnation (avatara) of

Visnu, the supreme deityl?. These examples from India’s religious history
prove that Dr. Murti’s view is untenable

These examples

It is impossible to rule out the strong possibility of doctrinal borrowing
and acceptance of doctrinal contents by the Vedantists from the Buddhists.
It would be historically correct to say that the Advaita Vedanta of the
school of Sarhkara has been influenced by the tenets and techniques of the
systems of Nagirjuna (100 B. C.-100 A. D.) and Maitreyanitha (300
A. D.). The Agamasastra of Gaudapada is a document of rapproach-

ment between Buddhism and Vedanta, and points out the hybrid origin of
Adbvaita doctrine of Vedanta.

3. Vedanta and Buddhism before Gaudapada

The Vedantasitras or the Brahmasitras of Badarayana are theistic

rather than monistic in content. Before Gaudapada they were being

commented upon by avowed dualistsl®, No Brahmanical author or
thinker before Gaudapada is known to have expounded monistic (advaita)
doctrinel®, The scattered seeds of monism in the Ubpanisads?® were developed
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i d b
for the first time by Gaudapada (cir. 600 A. D.) and perf:c:dvaitz
Sarkara (cir. 800 A. D.) who established the classmalbf?rm Go P,

a . . D. '
i that no one before ]
anta. Sarhkara himself seems to prove 1o ¢ : . !
Xeccli a?aioht the monistic Vedanta when he credl‘ts his gr.and l.gufrul W1;li1d ;ez
da'lscover; of the advaita doctrine, which, according to hls1 be C;e , a:y piacen
i : :
i f Sarhkara also demoli
i das?!, This statement o art . .
deeg n n:;:h \;;o?t the originality of monistic absolutism of classical
modern 4

Vedinta.

It is admitted that pre-Gaudapada Vedanta is neither systematic nor
i d

3 ished and wrote his Agamagastra after
moniSti.C’ andt’ Lliatv?jg:gg;:: ﬂac:llilnlillléedhyamika philosophers had liv?d
. the’ 1mpcc)lr ah idealistic, absolutistic and monistic tenets f’f Buddhl.st
anfl N tItestands to, reason, therefore, that the {dealta t}xrn 1;
shlc:?;(::hiyx; and after Gaudapada, was due to Buddhist influence in bot
eda

its tenets and techniques.

It is well-known that the doctrine of two truths, Xyévahﬁriszd(é’;e%;’:
ey 1), was rst expo

aramarthika (transcenden.ta s ’ nd was

rl?len;')'unznctcg‘?loo B. C.-100 A. D.) in his Madhyamak?)éz;St;iléiaviveka

su?aiec:uently propagated by Aryadeva (100 A ?:'2‘?&3; (cir. 700 A. D)22.

(600 A. D.), Candrakirti (560-620 A. D.) anbc}e ailltllt:he o cénon while a
o ' i tracea ’

eds of this doctrine are ' g la-

o ’th:/[ S;ﬁ ana Sitra, now lost in Sanskrit but exter?t in T}ibe't??k;l;agll:nati

r"hOIG exiaci’s from which are quoted by Candraklrtlfan:. rzg:ible e

01, .tlon of this -

: as devoted to the exposi TR .
(cir. 899 ?l.li]S).)’tC‘:t is called the AryasatyadvayavataraSUtra-;.- thIetorl;
'I‘hef:f)’- te to suppose that the classical Vedantists toccl)k ;zver 1'13 OlsA o
egitima I not be placed after . D.

ists. Nagarjuna, who can t D ]
fmmt:hi‘ ]?ng g;'S:;e kériié style in Sanskrit literature. After 2:11 ir:at;llz
sther Buddrist and Brahmanical philosophical texts ¥ Sakhyakariks and
e u1 e. o. the Abhisamayalankarakarika, the Samkhy s
Sam:}StYd: éd‘ai.ériké etc. The doctrine that this ph?nomena wﬁlusion
illrid a:tl' tfuth (vitatha, false) and its appearalrllc;: is ;lufo t?he st
; idya) is well know >

i 3 n of ignorance (avidy ' Vel ) ) and s
(lear){asa) b’I?ll;e W0r1§ is often called void (Sufifid loko 1i }*uccatl) ander-
Buddh]St;. to a house set on fire2?. The goal of nirvana is often un e

o n
comgatrcf mean the extinction of this fire. The metho<.:1 of agirmelalgity o

stoo dental truth by a system of relentless denial of t er i o
trl?:rslz:enal world was evolved first in Buddhist quartersfbt)l']e}'\l:?ai ; ion
This Buddhist philosopher may well be  regarded as the fa

BUDDHISM AND VEDANTA 15

system of dialectics,

and he was the first author to give a prominent and
Systematic exposition

of the method of fourfold description (Catuhkoti),
though the method is already repeatedly employed in the Pali Nikayas?s,
It has been rightly said that the description of the Pratityasamutpada in
negative terms in the school of Nigarjuna, and the Buddhist theory of

phenomenality (sarhvrti) have furnished the foundations of the mayavada
doctrine of Sarhkara’s system??.

The doctrine of non-dual idealjstic

Absolute was developed first by
-the Buddhists in the Sandhinirmocanasﬁtra, the Lankavatarasitra, and it

received its classical form at the hands of Maitreyanatha (300 A. D),
Asaniga (400 A. D.) and Vasubandhu (500 A. D.)2s; Dinnaga (480-540

A. D.) had declared that “the Supreme Gnosis is the same as the non-
dual Absolute.”

The central teaching of all the Praj
which dates from cir. 200 B. C.
(mayopama) and the ultimate tr
of thought and words?9,
are known as ‘dharmas’
‘vitatha’

fdparamita satras, the earliest of
» Is that this phenomenal world is illusory
uth is transcendental, beyond the reach

The entities, the elements of mind and matter,
exclusively in Buddhist philosophy30, The word
as a technical philosophical term occurs first in Buddhist litera-
ture; the same is true of the phrase ‘prapaficopasamam’. The characteristic
illustrations, employed to explain the illusory nature of the phenomenal
world, which became current among the later Buddhist and Brahmanical
philosophers, had been used first in the early Mahayanasatras as also in
the works of Nagarjuna and Aryadevast,

4. Correspondence between Agamasastra and Mahayana Sastras

The age of Gaudapada was one
almost warlike activities
was. also an age when r
Mahayana Buddhology
gatas like Emperor H
like Avalokitesvara ass
were being enshrined j
rananda were being astra by

Abhinavagupta and Jayaratha; an age, when the historical Buddha was

being relegated to the realm of Vaispava mythology by being transformed
into an Avatara of the supreme God32. In such an age it is neit

of philosophical controversies and
of theologians espbusing different creeds. But jt
approachment between Brahmanical theolo
was nearly completed: an age when Para
arsa worshipped Brahmanical gods; Bod
umed the form of Mahe$vara; Brahmanica
n Buddhist temples; Buddhist logicians lik
quoted as authorities on Pratyabhijfz-¢

gy and
ma-Sau-
hisattvas
I images
e Sarhka-

her curious
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nor surprising to see Gaudapada endeavouring to harmonise the basic
principles of Buddhist and Brabmanical philosophies. He, therefore,
commented on the Mandakya Upanisad on the one hand, and paid devout
homage to Buddha, on the other. He was true to the spirit of his age.
Buddhist contents in the Agama$astra of Gaudapada are already well
known to scholars. Some have acknowledged while others have explained
them away. In the following paragraphs we propose to review the corres-
pondence and rapproachment between the Agamasastra (abbreviated as
AS) and some early Buddhist sources in Sanskrit.

AS, 1.7. refers to those who view creation as being of the nature of
dream and illusion: Svapna-mdyd-saripeti srstiranyair vikalpitd. This
obviously refers to the Buddhist view of the world; e. g. mayadi-svapna-
sadrsam vipaSyanto vimucyante. (Lapkavatara-Siatra, X.251; X.279; X.291
etc.,) and mdyd ca sattvas ca advayam etadadvaidhikdram ; iti te svapnas ca
sattvasca advayam etadadvaidhikaram; sarvadharma api devaputrd, mayopama
svapnopamad. Asta-Sahasrika Prajiaparamiti (Ed. BST-4) p. 20.

The Buddhist philosophical terms occur in the very first chapter, e. g.,
Vikalpa, AS, L. 18; prapaiica; AS, 1. 17, and Upasamah Sivah, AS, 1.29.
The idea expressed in AS, 1.22. corresponds to the Buddha’s perception
of the triple world; trisu dhamasu is the same as Buddhist tridhdtu; the
great ascetic (Mabamuni) referred to here is no other than Buddha

§akyamuni also called Mahasramana.

In AS, 11.1, Gaudapada, like Vasubandhu. says that “as in dream, so
in waking, the objects seen are unreal” ., cp. Vijfiaptimatrata-siddhi Virsa-
tika, verses 1-2. “The wisemen (who) speak of the sameness of dream
and waking state”, AS, IL5,are clearly the Idealistic (Vijhanavadin)
Buddhist thinkers, who are alo referred to as «the knowers of the mind”
at AS, 1II. 25.

The first line of AS, 11.31:

Svapnamadye yathd drste ' gandharvanagaram yathd, repeats the first
line of MS, VIL34 :

Yatha maya yatha svapne gandharvanagaram yatha.

The thought contained in these two verses is absolutely
identical, namely, that the world of sense is unreal
like illusion, dream and gandharvanagara. The negative
conception of the ultimate truth (paramartha) expressed
in AS, I1.32, recalls so many verses of the Madhyamakasastra
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Eivlﬁ),_ c.g., _M§, opening lines, and MS, chapter XXV
‘sgasahasnka Prajiaparamita (BST-4) p. 177—Sarvakal, a:
vikalpa-prahino hi tathagatah; g
Va-Jracchediké_ prajidparamita (Ed. Conze) Chap. 14,—Sarva Samjia
apagatd te Buddhd Bhagavantah and Madhyamakasastra, XVIII, 9.—

Aparapratyayam Santar prapaficair aprapaiicitam/
Nirvikalpam andnartham etattattvas ya laksanam||

have manifestly supplied the thought and words for the AS. II.35
Vitaragabhayakrodhair munibhir vedapdragaih|

Nirvikalpo hyayar drstah prapaficopasamo “dvayah|/

Dr. S. is ri
et 1 S.N. Das Gputa is right when he says that the Buddhists were
ISt to use the words prapaficopasamari Sivam.

aal ’I:Illle te.ch-nical. ~liuddhist term ‘Vitatha’ occurs for the first time in the
stasahasrika Prajiidaparamita (cir. 200 B.C.), and also in the Vajracchedika

prajiidaparamita (cir. 300 A. D.)3%. Th i i
e Yt . 300 8- ) e third chapter of the AS is cap-

o 0’51: tu'se olt; thc? wc?rd ‘Samghata’ (composite, aggregate) in AS, III. 3
ors jective odies is a Buddhist usage, and gives the same r;eanin’
comp cillve;in dl))y SI:lch Buddhist technical terms as ‘Sanskrit’ (composeclg

nded) and ‘Skandha’ (aggregate ,
o . ’ , group). The statement that
ael Coarg;igreg'a}tles are like a dr.eam (Samghdtah svapnavat sarve) is in perfect

with such Buddhist Scriptural statement as, for instance are

reproduced below :
‘Svapnagatika hi subhute sarvadharmah; 5
‘Supinam vidyud abhrari ca evam drstavyam : 38
Yathqiva gandharvapuram maricika,
Yathaiva maya supinam yathaiva/
Svalhdvasinya tu nimittabhdvana,

Tathopaman janatha sarvadharman| /37

The arg
. emifi :Srg:(riri:ltz tc‘lor tth; éhe;)Iry of non-origination (ajativada) of things
; ' ed a , III, 20; 28, seem to be i
lr-lguence of the Médhyamakaéﬁstra. % In AS, II1.29; 33 ' ;Zv:lelilr:rlsg:zgle
pada seems to give a very faithful expression to the Vijﬁ’a?mavéda iénet' t;)j(;
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nearest parallels are the two verses of the Lankavatara-sitra (T111.65 and
121). The essence of these verses in both the works is that the non-dual
(citta, mana) appears as dual in the forms of the perceiver and the percep-
tible, and that its manifestations in dream and waking states are alike3®?.
It should be observed that in AS, IIL 33, the first line seems to be
eminently Vijianavadin, while the second line equally clearly Upanisadic;
here, then, we find a perfect combination of two thought-currents. The
view that “knowledge and the object of knowledge are identical”
(jﬁénajﬁeya——bhinnam—AS, II1.33) is peculiarly a Vijidnavada view
repeatedly taught by Vasubandhu and the Lankavatara-siitra,

Gaudapada’s description of the ultimate state of spiritual perfection
in the three successive verses, i. e. AS, II1.37-39, is strongly reminiscent
of numerous passages in early Mahayana-sitras describing the nature of
Tathagata or Nirvana*'. The mention of ‘intangible yoga’ (asparsa yoga)
at AS, 111.39, is most likely an allusion to Nirvana. The adjectives used
for Nirvana at AS, III. 47, are in full agreement with Buddhist description
of the final state of Freedom®2. We have seen that the hypothesis of the
IVth chapter of AS, entitled ‘Alataganti’, being an independent treatise is
not well—grounded; the course of thought in the AS reaches its logical
conclusion in its fourth chapter. The Lankavatarasitra uses the words
‘aldtacakra’ ;3 Aryadeva has also used this illustration in his work®t.
Both these authorities are older than the Agamagastra. The use of the
word ‘dharma’ at AS, IV.l, in the sense of an entity is “peculiarly
Buddhistic”’. The opening verse of this chapter adores the Supremely English
tended one (Sambuddha) who is the best among men (dvipadam varam),
who, with knowledge infinite like the sky realised the dharmas (lofty and
deep) like the Space, and who is identical with the object of wisdom. In
Buddhism, the supreme knowable is the law of pratityasamutpada, and it
is often identified with Buddha so that latter is the goal of the" highest
wisdom (jieyabhinna)®*. Likewise, AS, IV. 2, repeats the salutation to
Him, who being the benefactor of all living creatures (Sarva-sattva-sukho
hitah), taught the intangible-contemplation (asparsa Yoga, probably
asamprajiata samadhi), and a doctrine which can neither be disputed nor
contradicted4®. Commenting on this verse, Dr. S. Radhakrishnan says that

«the karika is an attempt to combine in one whole the negative logic of
the Madhyamikas with the positive idealism of the Upanisads™+". Eminent
scholars including M. Walleser, H. Jacobi, La Vallee Poussin, V.
Bhattacharya, S. N. Dasgupta, V. Sukhtankar and others have already
discussed in detail the Buddhist influence in the last chapter of the Agama-
¢astra. There is no need to repeat what has already been acknowledged
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by others. In order to complete my survey, I wish to add the following
notes to this paper. AS. 1V, 3ff. expound the theory of non-origination
of dharmas, a theory characteristically peculiar to the Madhyamikas. AS
IV. 22-23 are comparable to Madhyamakagastra, 1.1, 7 and XX.I 7 13’
vyhich deny causation and origination. Words such as ‘prajiiapti’ (c;)g’ni:
tion), ‘citta’ (consciousness), and ‘viparyasa’ (illusion or false appearance)
AS’ IY. 25-27, are all technical Buddhist words known to older texts ot,"
Buddhism. AS, IV.33 is thoraughly Buddhistic both in thought and
words; the statement ‘all dharmas are unreal” (Sarve dharma myrsa) is
comparable to Négérjuné’s statement ‘all dharmas are void’ .(.Sarve
dharmah Sianyah). AS, 1V. 36 have numerous parallels in Vijiianaviada texts
and the Lankavatara (chapter X); AS. IV. 42, seems to speak in the vein of
early Mahayanasatras like the Saddharmapundarika, which explain away
the realistic teachings. AS. IV. 57 is comparable to Madhyamaka$astra,
XXIV. 8-10; while AS, IV. 58-59 recall Catuhiataka, X. 14, and
$0 many passages in the Astasahasrika and the Vajracchedika. AS, IV.
61-62 are practically similar to Lankavatara, III. 65,121.  AS, IV. 68-70
seem to paraphrase a few verses of the Samadhirajasatra (Ed. BST-2, pp.
XXX’IX. 13-18) and the Lankavatara (X. 24, 37). Mention of ‘Agrayana
at AS, IV. 90, obviously refers to Buddhayana; the expressions like ‘Sarve
dharma anadayah’, AS, IV. 91; ‘Adibuddhah,’ AS, IV. 92, and ‘Adi¢antah.’
AS, IV 93, etc. have manifest Buddhist flavour around them. "

References

1. The following two editions have been used in this paper: The Agamasdastra of
Gaudapada, edited with an Introduction and translation into English and Sanskr?t
by Vid.hus’ekhara Bhattacharya;  University of Calcutta, 1943 195(;'
Gaudapadakarika, edited with an Introduction and English trans’lation I’ay R D’
Karmarkar, BORI, POONA, 1953. o

2. M. Walleser held that Gaudapiada’s theories represented the tenets of a Bengal
School of‘thoughf, and he placed the text of the Mandiikya-karikis in 550 A. D.
A. B. Keith, Religion and Philosophy of the Veda and Upanisads, HOS, Vol. 32
1925, p. 503, note 1. ' ' o

3. S.N. Dasgupta (History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 1, Cambri&ge 1926, p. 423)

he]d that n Oldel to be able to teach Samkal' Gaudapada must have beCl)
livi .n 1 g 0 D a

_4. (\éx:hus'ekhara_Bhattacharya, (Ed.) Agaméastra, (1950), pp- 43 ff. R. D. Karmarkar,
o t.) Ghaudapada.-k-al:lka, pp. III-1Y. The present writer cannot categorically say,
at the Tarkajvala an auto-commentary on Madhyamakahrdayakarika of



O 00 =2
e .

11.
12.
13.

14,
15

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

RTAM

Bhavaviveka, actually quotes passages from the work of Gaudapada. For brief
notices of the Sanskrit mss. of this work of Bhavaviveka see Rahula Samkrtyayana
in J. B. 0. R. S, Vol,. XXIII, Pt. I. The ms. itself is preserved in the K.P. Jayaswal

Research Institute, Patna.

The contemporaneity of Bhavaviveka and Dharmapila is attested by Hsuan Tsang;
Cf. Thomas Watters, On Yuan Chwang’s Travels in India (Delhi reprint 1961),
vol. II, pp. 215 ff.; E. Obermiller, Bu-Ston’s History of Buddhism Part II,
Heidel berg, 1932, pp. 134-36. S. Radhakrishnan (Indian Philosophy, Vol.II, p. 452,
note) seems to assign Gaudapada to 7th century A.D. but he also inclines
towards M. Walleser’s view quoted above.

Der altere Vedanta, pp. 5 f. as quoted in A, B. Keith, loc. cit.
Agamasastra (Ed.) pp. 1V, LVIL '
The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, London, 1955, pp. 14-15.
Gaudapadakarika (Ed.), pp. XXX-XLI.

History of Indian Philosophy, vol. I, p. 423.
Bharatiya Samskrti Aur Sadhana, Pt. 1, Patna. 1962, pp. 132-133,

The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, loc. cit. note. 5.

Ibid, pp. 116-117.
P. V. Kane, History of Dharmasastra, Vol. IT pt. I, BORI, 1941, p. 420 note 998.
Suttanipata, Vasala Sutta (Khud. Nik., Vol. I, Nalanda Ed., 1959) p. 287.

Baudhdyana Dharmasitra, II. 6.30.
Varaha Purana, 1V. 2; Matsya Puréna, 285. 6-7, Agni Purana, 49. 8.

Cf. The Brahmasitras edited and translated by S. Radhakrishnan, London, 1959,
Introduction.

S. N, Dasgupta, op. cit., 422; S. Radhakrishnap, Ind. Phil. 1I, P. 452.
A. B. Keith, op. cit., 11, pp. 516 f.

Samkara’s Commentary on the Gaudapadakarika, (Anandasrama Sanskrit Series
Ed.) p. 214; S. N. Dasgupta, op. cit.; pp. 422-423.

Madhyamaka$astra, (Ed. in BST No. 10, Darbhanga, 1960) XX1V. 8-10; Catuhsataka
(V. Bhattacharya's restoration, Vi§vabharati. 1931) VIII.8; Madhyamérthasamgraha
(L. M. Joshi’s Edition, Dharmadata. Vol. 29 NOS. 3-4, 1964); Madhyamakavatara
(No. A. Sastri's restoration JOR, vol. 1V-VI) VI. 23-28: Bodhicaryavatara
(Ed. in BST No. 12) IX. 2.

Vide Samyuttanikiya, vol. I (Nalanda Edition) Arhantasutta, p. 15-Loke samannan
kusalo Viditva, Vohdramattena so vohareyydi Aryasatyadvayavatarasiitra  Quoted in Prasauna-
padi (BST-10) p. 159 and in Bodhicaryavatara-Padjika (BST-12) p. 177 Tibetan

24,

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.
30.

31.

32.

33,
34,

3s.

36.

37.

38,
39.

BUDDHISM AND VEDANTA 21
version is listed in A Complete Cataloguc of the Tibetan Buddhist Canons, ed. by

H. Ui, M. Suzuki, Y. Kanakura, T. Tada, Tohoku Imperi i i i
s ) , T. s perial University,
1934, NOS. 3902, 4467. ereity, Sendal.

See my article in Maha Bodhi Journal, Vol. 73 NOS. 1-2 (1965).

Cf. Mahdvagga (Nalanda Ed.) pp. 13-15, 34 ff; Majjhima Nikiya, Vol. I
(Nalanda Ed.) pp. 3-10; Samyutta Nikdya, Vol. 1(Nalanda Ed,), p. 4; I'bid' vol.
III, pp. 50-51; Digha Nikiya. vol. I (Nalanda Ed.), p. 17; Ibid., vol, 11I p 30;
Vajracchedika prajiidparamita, Ed. by E. Conze (SOR, XIII, Rome) p. 62; ;\szasi-
hasrikd Prajiiaparamita (Ed. BST), p. 20. ,

Digha Nikaya, vol. I, pp. 51-52; Madhyamakagastra, XV. 10; Vigrahavyavar-
tani, 29.

Madhyamakasastra (Ed. BST-10), P. L. Vaidya’s Introduction, p. XI

Cf. Sandhinirmocanasiitra, Ed. by E. Lamotte, Louvain, 1935; Lankavatrasitra,
Ed..by P.'L. Vaidya, Darbhanga, 1963; Deux Traites de Vasubandhu, ed, pas.
Levi, Paris, 1925; Go Tucci, Doctrines of Maitreyandtha and Asanga, Calcutta,

1930.
Prajiidparamita-Pindratha ed. in BST NO. 4, p. 263; cf. p. 20.
Cf. Stcherbatsky, The Central Conception of Buddhism.

Vide Astashasriki Prajiiaparamita-Sitra (Ed. BST-4) p. 20; Saddharma-
pu-r,xdanka Sutra (Ed. BST-6) Chapter 111; Vajracchedika (Ed. Conze) pp 35, 42, 62;
Madhyamaka-Sastra, ViI. 34; Catuh-Sataka, XIII. 25; Lankavatara-Siitra, II. 166.

See author's Studies in the Buddhistic Culture of India (During 7th and 8th

- centuries A. D,), Delhi, 1966, Chapters II, X and XII.

S. N. Dasgupta, op, cit p. 425 note.

Astasahasrika Prajiaparamita, Ed, BST-4, p. 53; Vajracchedikd Prajfiaparamita
Ed. Conze p. 42. ’
Astasahasrika Prajiaparamita (Ed, BST.4), p. 149.

Vajracchedika Prajfidparamita (Ed. Conze), p. 62. Cf. Maidhyamakasastra, VII. 34;
Catuhsataka, XIII. 25. ' ‘

Samadhirajasitra (Ed. Vaidya, BST-2, 1961), IX.11.

.Sec. e. 8., MS. Chapter I.

Compare, e. g. AS—III, 29-
Yathd svapne dvaydbhdsarit spandate mayayd manah|

Tathd jagraddvaydbhdsar spandate mdyayd manah||



RTAM
22

With Lankavatarasitra, 111, 65—

Cittamdtram na drsyo'sti dvidhd cittam hi dryate|

Grahyagrahakabhdvena Sasvatoccheda-varjitam| |

Cf. V. Bhattacharya in Indian Historical Quarterly, Vol. X, 1934, pp.5-6.

40. Cf. Vijiaptimatratisiddhi viméatika, verse 1; Deux T_raites de Vasubandhu, ed.
Vasubandhu, ed. S. Levi, verse 17, p. 35; Lankavatarasitra, X. 58

41. AS, 111, 37——X. 112 etc.

Sarvabhildpavigatah sarvacintasamutthitah|
Suprasantah sakrj yotih samddhiracalabhayah||
Compare with Astasahasrika (Ed. BST-4) p. 177—
Sar.va'kﬂljm-vikalpa-prdhino ki tathagatah|
ibid. p. 96—Acintya Bhagavan prajfiaparamitd|
tdtha hi Subhite Prajfiapdramitd na cittena jAdtavyd na cittagamaniyd|

; ik i dharmaparydyas tathdgatena bhdsitah
hedika. (Ed. Conze) p. 46—acintyo ayam : hay
X:;;:::mapundarikasmm (Ed. BST-6) p. 27-atarko atarkdvacarastathGgata vijfieyah

Sariputra Saddharmah|
Samadhirajastitra (Ed. BST-2) p. 190—
Yo asau dharmasvabhdvarh jandti supra$antam|

42. Lankavatira, X. 174; Saddharmapundarika Siitra (BST-6) p. 84:85 H ?hammapafia,
verses 203-204; Madhymakas$astra, XVIIL. 9; Tathdgataguhyasutrfl— Ta.tra tathagto
na kalpayati na vikalpayati| Sarvakalpavikelpajalavasandprapafica vigato hi Santamate

tathdgatah,” Quoted in Prasannapada (Ed. BST-10) p.236.
43, Lankavatarasiitra, X.173.
44 Catuhs$ataka, XIII 5.
45. AS, 1V. 1:—jAdnendkasakalpena, dharmdn yo gaganopaman |
FAepabhinnena Sambuddhastam vande. dvipaddm varam|/|

Cp. Lalitavistara (Ed. BST-1) Chapter I, verses 142; Samyuttanikaya vel. II,
p. 340-341. The ipse dixit of Buddha—yo pratityasamutpddam pafyati, sa Buddham
pasyati—is well known in Pali as well as Sanskrit Buddlhist texts.

46. Cf. V. Bhattacharya, Agamasastra (Ed.), p. 92-98

47. Indian Philosophy, Vol. 11, p. 465; note 2.

THE VARIOUS NAMES FOR THE FAMOUS VAISESIKA
WORK OF PRASASTAPADA

George Chemparathy,
Utrecht

The identification of the names of some of the ancient Indian thinkers,
as is well known, has raised much controversy or at least differences of
opinion-among scholars. The names of Patafijali, Vasubandhu, Sure§vara,
Pragastapada are but a few instances in point. Praastapida, the first
systematiser of the Vaisesika philosophy, has been referred to by authors
in no less than ten different ways, even though the variations in the name
are often very minute and the word prasasta is found at the beginning of
all these variations.1

As in the case of the authors, works too have sometimes been
mentioned under different names2. In this paper we shall consider the
names under which the only work of Prasastapada that has come down to
us? has been referred to by authors.

The work of Prasastapada is often referred to by scholars as
Pras’astapédabhésyam. This is a name conferred on the work
after the name of its author, Just as one refers to the Mimamsasitra-
bhiagsyam as Sébarabhésyam or to the Yogasiatrabhiasyam as Patafijala-
bhasyam or to the Nyayabhasyam as Vatsyayanabhasyam. Most probably
Pradastapada himself named it Padarthadharmasarhgraha as suggested in
the introductory verse of this work :

pranamya hetum isvaram munim kanadam anvatah /
padarthadharmasamgrahah pravaksyate mahodayah ||

Modern scholars taking cognizance of this fact prefer to call Prasastapada’s
work Padérthadharmasarﬁgraha rather than Prasatapada-
bhasyam®. However, we find that this work has also been quoted under
different names in Indian philosophical texts.

Kamaladila, the author of the Tattvasarhgrahapaiijika> mentions the
work of Prasastapida, as for as I know, only once in his work and then
refers to it under the name ofPadarthapravesaka. Thus we
read in Tattvasarhgrahapaiijika p., 192,26-27 : ratha hi padartha pravesake
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This is a science, a most practical science, and beauty and wonders of this science can be realised only through
practice. What a grand science isit? Not only that it promises realisation of oneness with infinity and
absolute freedom but it teaches also a supreme way of life which can bring about fuller development of indivi-
duals, of nations and can bring peace, contentment, happiness all around.

D. G. JOSHI, AHMEDNAGAR
REFUTATION OF THE MADHVAMATA BY APPAYYA DIKSITA

This paper intends to give a general review of the objections raised by Appayya Diksita against the
general principles of Madhva’s siddhanta, especially with reference to Madhva’s commentary on the Brahma-
sitras and the Anuvyakhyana, a work in which Madhva has put forth his last efforts at interpretation and
criticism, in his composition known as the Madhva-tantra-mukha-mardana (MM)), with his own commen-
tary on it.

Appayya Diksita has chosen first five topics from the commentary of Madhva on the Brahmasutras
for his criticism on Madhva’s principles. In each topic, he has criticised the prima facie view and lastly the
conclusive view of Madhva with suitable illustrations from Madhva’s, as well as other works. In course of
discussion, he has pointed out some minor defects also, like partial applications of some rules only, or not
recognising those works, which are traditionally accepted as authoritative. In his first verse, he had made
it clear that he is criticising Madhva not because he is a Vaisnava but because of the defective nature of his
principles and system.

The reason why he has chosen only the first five topics of Madhva’s commentary on the Brahmasutras
is that this commentary forms the base of his system. When this base is shown as defective, naturally, the
whole system can be called defective. He has done all this with great care and restraint without marring the
beauty of his style which is free from taunts and pinches.

Lastly Appayya Diksita has expressed his noble-minded nature by pointing out some of the good
features of Madhva’s commentary. This indicates his impartial and unprejudiced view towards the
Vaisnavite cult.

T. G. MAINKAR, POONA
GAUDAPADA : HIS LIFE

The Guruparataparacaritam of Ramakrsna Somayajin gives very interesting information about Gauda-
‘pada, the celebrated Vedanta teacher about whom very little is known. We are informed that Gaudapada
‘was the son of Visnudeva and Gunavati, a brahmin couple who lived in affluent circumstances in the town
‘Bhupala. The couple did not have a child for a pretty long time and Gaudapada was born to them as a
‘result of boon from éuka, residing in the hermitage near by, to Visnudeva who propitiated him by Penance.
“The boy was, therefore, named $ukadatta. At the age of five he had learnt everything from his father,
‘repaired to the hermitage of Suka and practised penance. Suka from his cave directed him to go to Jisnudeva
-in Gauda country. dukadatta walked the entire long distance on foot (pada) and hence was named
Gaudapada by Jisnudeva who accepted him as a disciple and taught him the Vedanta doctrine. Sukadatta
alias Gaudapada became a great Yogin and wrote two works, the Yogagita and the Vartika on the Mandukya
.Upanisad. He taught the Vedanta doctrine to Govinda Muni, the teacher of Sarﬁkaracarya.
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Bhupalagada, the town in this account, the hermitage of Suka and the cave from which Suka granted
the boon to Visnudeva, and also advised Sukadatta to go to the Gauda country to meet Jisnudeva are still
shown to a visitor to the locality in the Satara District of Maharashtra. There is a tradition in the locality
that connects Gaudapada with it. All this information throws a new light on the life of Gaudapada and
needs corroboration from other sources. It must be noted that the work Guruparamparacaritam has a
restricted historical reliability as its accounts of others would indicate.

P. M. MODI, BARODA
THE METHOD OF INTERPRETING THE BHAGAVADGITA

\

It is well known that the Gita is interpreted in a variety of ways leading to different conclusions as
regards its Central Teaching. An effort is made here to discuss the method of interpreting the Gita. About
12 critical suggestions are given in this paper for consideration by the learned. It is argued that each word
in the gfrsft of the Gita, e.g. Iqfawgs, the word sfrar as adj. to the work, the word gqfrag and the word q‘tﬁ
and the words s#=r, AT, etc., the title sfmeomgasarg, should be well considered in the interpretation of
Gita. Also words like giwr, Fvr, Fqm, etc. should be studied from the verses where they occur in the Gita.

By applying this method we conclude that the Gita means only gwea of the mind in the success
or failure of one’s undertakings; ®a%w etc. mean gweg through action, etc., that each Adhyaya gives one
aspect of Yoga or Disinterested Action, that there are many gy theories of Creation, Moksa, Relation of the
soul to God, etc., that they are all subordinate to the Yoga, that the combinations of such things are not rigidly
formed, as in the sampradayas of the acaryas.

SITA KRISHNA NAMBIAR, DELHI,
A FRESH APPROACH TO THE GITA

Perhaps no other sacred text in Sanskrit has so often and so searchingly been subjected to systematic
exposition as the Gita. The result has been a truly bewildering array of commentaries setting forth apparently
inconsistent doctrines. It was made the vehicle of Advaitic, Visistadvaitic and Dvaitic teachings in the past,
not to mention the subtler distinctions which have still further broken up these three main approaches.

The new point of departure is the seminal conception of the Purusottama set forth in the XV Chapter
of the Gita. Snkrsna who speaks in the first person throughout the Gita has to be identified with the
Purusottama and there will be found a concept far transcending in its religious and philosophic import, the
Advaitic Brahman, Visistadvaitic Saguna Brahman and the Dvaitic Iévara. The relevant passages for consi-
deration are the 16th, 17th and 18th verses of the 15th Chapter. The whole panorama of Phenomena as well
as the noumenon is brought within their scope. The Kgara Purusa is the ‘ Divine Being’ sharing in the flux
of phenomena which are not illusory, but a real manifestation of his Apara Prakrti. Above this fluctuating
status is the Aksara Purusa, the static aspect of the Lord Kutastha. Lifted above the Ksara and Aksara
‘Purusa is the Purusottama synonymous with the Paramatman. .

The Purusottama concept vastly enlarges the scope of religious life and philosophy, in its turn achieves
‘a deeper vision of reality. Beyond the narrow limits of personality is the supramental status of quiescence
and non-activity and impersonality. It is attainable for the individual, but there he does not stop, if he
would follow the suggestion of the Gita. Beyond it and above the Sadhaka gets the vision of the master of
both the calm and storm, Ksara and Akgara, the Purusottama,



