The Essential
Gaudapada

Written in Kannada by
Swami Satchidanandendra Saraswati

Translated By
D.B. Gangolli

Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya
Holenarsipur, Hassan - 573 211
Karmataka, INDIA.
© : 08175-73820
1997



/ About The Author N

His Holiness Paramahamsa Sri Sri Satchidanandendra
Saraswati Swam ji, the founder of Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya
and author of over 200 reputed works on Advaita in Kannada,
Sanskrit and English, blessed the earth with his presence for 96
4 useful and rich years (1880-1975).

F His works are characterised by vast and deep scholarship.
clear and precise perception and an attractive and lively style. His
authentic interpretation of Sankara has been greatly recognized by
both the East and the West. He was not just a rare and
accomplished individual but a mighty and magnificent
institution.

About The Book

Shr1 Gaudapada has established by taking as his central
authoritative source the Mandikya Upanishad., which though
smallest 1n size (only 12 Mantras or verses) among all the
Upanishads yet the most famous one, the following profound
Siddhanta by means of logic fully in consonance with Anubhava
(universal Intuitive Experience) : "On the support of Anubhava of
Avasthatraya or three statcs of consciousness, Atman of all of us i1s
verily Ajadvaya Brahman alone which is Nityaniravastha or
eternally devoid of any state; That alone 1s the Paramartha satya"
| Further, he has not only clarified as to what exactly is the wide
difference between the predominantly perverted logic - orinted
Vijianavadis and Shianyavada, on the one hand. and Vedanta on
the other, but also has convinced all true seekers about the facts
that : (a) Vain logic can never stand its ground all through: (b) all
the devices adopted by the logically- oriented Darshanas or
schools of philosophy are all meant for the worship (Aradhana) of

\Paramétman. PUBLISHER/




Adhyatma Granthavali

The Essential
Gaudapada

Written in Kannada by
Swami Satchidanandendra Saraswati

Translated By
D.B. Gangolli

Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya
Holenarsipur, Hassan - 573 211
Karnataka, INDIA.

@ : 08175-73820
1997



First Edition 1997

500 Copies

©

Copyright Reserved

Published By :
Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya

Holenarsipur, Hassan Dist.,
Karnataka - 573 211

© : 08175-73820

Typeset & Printed by :

L. M. Graphics

1752/3, ‘Akshaya Mansion’
Opp. Malleswaram Railway Station,
Bangalore - 560 021

Ph. : 080-3321182



PUBLISHERS’ NOTE

This treatise, which is the second of ‘The Essential.....’
series, the first being ‘The Essential Adi Sankara”, is a faithful
translation of Sri Satchidananadendra Saraswati Swamiji’s Kannada
gem of “Sri Gaudapada Hridaya” into English for the benefit
of those true seakers who do not have the facility of understand-
ing this regional language. This is yet another prestigious book
published by our Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Holenarsipur,
Hassan District, Karnataka - 573211 with a view to propagating
the pristine pure Sarnkara Vedanta, cleansed of the alien doctrines
interpoalated into the renowned Vedantic titerature of the original
Sarikara Bhashyas. Sri Gaudapada, who was the grand-preceptor
of Sri Sarkara, had written a solitary treatise called - ‘Mandikya
Karikas” which are based on the shortest Upanishad, Mandukya,
comprising a mere 12 mantras. This terse Upanishad is utilizing
one of the most important and the subtlest methodologies based
on the axiom of Superimposition and Rescission, and the very
fact that Sri Gaudapada chose this brief Upanishad to write his
elaborates commentary vouches for the importance and promi-
nence that is given by all spiritual preceptors. It would not, for
that reason, be an exaggeration if it is stated that whosoever
masters this principal methodology adopted subtly by these illus-
tious Acharyas and as explained and elucidated by our Sri
Satchidanandendra Saraswati Swamiji of revered memory, can
never miss the real purport behind the gemine teachings of this
ancient school of non-dualism, Advaita Vedanta.

We are confident that this treatise translated by Sri D. B.
Gangolli, an ardent follower of Sri Swamiji, will benefit all those
who patiently study this book and adopt a way of life in
consonance with these profound tenets.

Chairman
1st November 1997 Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya
Holenarasipur. (Public Charitable Trust)
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FOREWORD

Upanishads are an unparallelled treasure of supreme spiritual
wisdom. Of all the Upanishads the Vedas include, the Mandiikya
has a distinct place of excellence and charm. Philosophy intends
to probe into existence and knowledge and unearth the ultimate
source of both. In other Upanishads the external objective exist-
ence 1s the subject of enquiry, whereas Mandukya presents a
distinct difference, which makes it brief but compulsive.

The text of Mandukya Upanishad consists of twelve mantras
in which the seventh stands paramount. It describes the Ultimate
Reality, Brahman, to be the supra - consciousness, distinct from
all the other levels of consciousness normally accessible to us.
This supra - consciousness is described as “Santam Sivam and
Advaitam. This is the Atma and this indeed is to be known”
spells out the mantra.

To illustrate and explain the process of Sadhana the Upanishad
esents the monosyllable Om, relating its three component syl-
bles A, U and M to the three states of man’s awareness,

wakefulness (Jagrat), dream (Svapna) and deep sleep (Sushupti).

The Upanishad’s revelations have their own exclusive
sanctity and are to be honoured and accepted outright. But
whatever the Upanishads present are not without reason and
verification. In fact, the entire gamut of Upanishads aim at
inculcating in the seeker his own personal testimony for which
a full °‘Sadhana’ is laid down. But scriptural pronouncements,
supported by one’s own direct experience cannot be without the
stamp of reason or ‘Yukti’. Only when all the three - ‘Sruti’,
‘Yukti’ and ‘Anubhava’ (scriptures, reason and direct experience)

blend well the findings become final and unassailable.

Assigning reason or ‘Yukti’ its supreme place in the field
of religion and spiritual life, Sri Gaudapada presents three
sections of Karika - Vaitathya, Advaita and Alatasanti. By these
he first proves, on the basis of relentless reason, the unauthentic,
illu sive character of the objectivity of our experience. He then
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establi shed the nondual nature of existence as well as conscious-
ness and finally disposes of all possible arguments against these
findings.

The Prakaranas of Sri Gaudapada are held with as much
esteem and sanctity as the Upanishadic mantras themselves. Unlike
in other parts of the world, in this blessed country the
philosophers are always ascetics and sages, proving thereby that
their philosophical effort is not at all an intellecutal pursuit but
a full-fledged religio- spiritual mission with the sole aim of
realizing the Supreme Reality and thereby fulfilling the main
purpose of human life on this earth.

Is the objective existence around us true and absolute in
nature and purpose ? Or is it merely a subject of perception
alone ? This i1s the basic question the Karikas pose and discuss.
Perception is the outcome of the ‘perceiving process’. And
‘perceiving’ is a process which proceeds from the ‘perceiver’.
There cannot be an ‘action’ except when the ‘actor’ is first there.
An ‘action’ is a phase of expression of the ‘actor’. An ‘actor’
becomes so only when the ‘action’ proceeds. Before the action
proceeded, one cannot think of any. actor at all. The twins of
‘actor and action” emerge at one stroke. Dissociated from
‘action’, the ‘actor’ becomes inconceivable. Something distinct
from ‘actorhood’ and ‘action’ has thus to be thought of, as the
Eternal Presence.

The objective world, or objectivity, around us, however
huge and imposing it may be, is not a full-fledged or absolute
perception, the Karika sets forth. For the duration and condition
in which the external objects are perceived, consitute only a part
of our life and consciousness. We are conscious of the world,
but only during our wakeful state. Wakeful state by itself does
not complete or exhaust our consciousness, either its potential or
expression. Besides wakefulness (Jagrat), we have two more
distinct states. One is the dream (Svapna) and the other the deep
sleep (Sushupti).

Sushupti or deep sleep is an undisturbed, unbroken long
enough state, which does extend to several hours of the day -
nearly or more than one third of the day. It can extend even
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beyond. The same ‘I’ which remains wakeful and thereby per-
ceives through the senses the objective world, withdraws itself
into ‘Sushupti’, to drop all wakeful perceptions altogether. How
can a perception be held true, if it i1s subsequently nullified like
this ? The ‘I’ brings in sleep all by itself, independently,
uncomprehending anything else, even the body, mind and intel-
ligence. Besides this deep sleep, weé have also the solely inward
dream state, which, whenever it transpires, succeeds sleep. The
dream state brings in altogether a new world, new objects, new
values and new responses. Thus the dream state fully contradicts
and invalidates wakefulness.

Should not the rational man evaluate the objective world,
taking his stand on all the three states together ? Instantly,
objectivity proves itself to be unauthentic and illusory. What is
then the ground or substratum of this illusion ? If the whole
existence around us falls as illusory, its substratum has necessarily
to be not anywhere outside, but solely inside. The very ‘I’, which
undergoes all by itself the three of wakefulness, deep sleep and
dream, and which endures alike in all of them, can alone be and
is the substratum for all the states. Everything the ‘I’ produces
and perceives is illusory but the ‘I’ itself is not.

That the Self of the Upanishads which the entire Vedas
extol is the only source of creation and is the Ultimate Reality,
is what the Karikas argue out and establish. The scriptural
Upanishad thus derives a confirmation and enrichment in the

. hands of the Karika.

Swami Sacchidananda Saraswati, a staunch and loyal Sarkarite,
has written elaborately bringing forth the essential content and
message of Sri Gaudapada’s Karika and the excellent reasoning
set forth there. This work rendered in a regional language has
now been made available to larger audience in an international
medium by Sri D. B. Gangolli who has authored a free
translation of Swami Sacchidananda Saraswati’s original compo-
sition. By this a large scope is thrown open by the author which
will make Swami Sacchidananda Saraswati’s thoughts available
to the world over.

These days when the Upanishadic, Epic and philosophical
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thoughts constituing Vedanta are sought more and more by
thinkers and students in the world, Sri Gangolli’s effort at
publishing this book is quite timely and beneficial . One can hope
that his efforts will be properly rewarded and enough of reading
and introspection will take place in the field of Upanishadic
thoughot, especially the distinguished Mandukyopanishad and Sri
Gaudapada’s Karika on it.

Mandukya Upanishad is incomplete without Gaudapadakarika
and proper understanding of the Karika will no doubt make the
seeker unshakeable in his spiritual pursuit and the realization of

the Self.

Trissur Swami Bhoomananada Tirtha
Narayanashrama

TapOvanam

18.06.97



PREFACE

INTRODUCTION

Soon after ‘The Essential Adi Sankara’ was published in
1991 by the Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Thyagarajanagar,
Bangalore - 28, the idea of publishing the second of this ‘Essen-
tial’ series, viz. ‘The Essential Gaudapada‘ was mooted. Although
the translation of this magnum opus in Kannada by the erudite
pen of Si Satchidanandendra Saraswati Swamiji, of revered
memory, was completed by me early in 1993, the publication was
put off owing to several causes beyond my control. However, by
God’s benign grace, I have succeeded to overcome all hurdles
and hindrances - most of them could not even be anticipated -
and now this gem of Vedantic science is in the hands of the
readers. It is hoped that this will also be well-received by the
connoisseurs and seekers alike just as its predecesso. “The
Essential Adi Sankara’. It will also be in the fitness of things to
complete -this endeavour of propagating the pristine pure Advita
Vedanta as expounded by a line illustrious preceptors like Veda
Vyasa (Badarayana), Gaudapada, Sankara and Sureshwara who
belonged to a time-honowed traditional school of Advaita phi-
losophy. And hence now I have mooted to publish in the near
future two more texts of this series to bring it up-to-date, viz,
‘The Essential Sureshwara’ and ‘The Essential Satchidananda’.

It is quite well-known in Vedantic circles all over our
country that Shri Gaudapadacharya was the grand-preceptor of
Shri Sankaracharya, and barring the fomer’s ‘Karikas’, (commen-
taries) on the Mandiukyopanishad there are no other authentic
works which are extant in his name. Although Adi Sankara’s
Prasthana Traya Bhashyas have become world-famous and are
exhaustive in their exposition of almost all the rudiments as well
as the subleties of the unique traditional (Sampradayic) method-
ologies handed down over the ages from the teacher to the
taught, Shri Gaudapada’s Karikas, numbering a mere 215 divided
into four chapters (Prakaranas), project the same traditional teach-
ings in a terse and trite verse form. And unless the ardent student
takes recourse to the expert guidance of Adi Sankara’s edifying
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and enlightening Bhashyas, hc finds it almost impossible to
discern the hidden import of the Karikas. The traditional meth-
odology of teaching was by word of mouth from the preceptor
to the pupil in a discursive manner and only the initiated pupils
with a pure heart and incisive intelligence could divine and intuit
the subtle truths.

The fact that Shri Sankara in a verse acknowledged Shri
Gaudapada as a Knowledgeable teacher of Advaita Vedanta
belonging to his line of traditional (Sampradayic) preceptors as
well as the fact that Shri Sankara has written an exhaustive and
extensive Bhashya on these extant and most ancient (for, no other
authentic or authoritative work on Advaita Vedanta by way of an
explanatory Prakarana Grantha is available, barring the Srutis, the
Smritis and the Brahma Sttras - going together by the popular
name of Prasthana Trayi) work.

It being so, it is unfortunate that some Vedantins belonging
to an alien group and modern scholars with a pronounced sense
of an academical study but not trained or prepared to accept even
the word of Shri Sarkara have raised all kinds of doubts with
regard to Shri Gaudapada’s identity or whereabouts and have
opined that Mandukya is a recent work passing muster as an
ancient Upanishad, the author being Shrni Gaudapada. Further,
some of these academicians have, quite audaciously too gone to
the extent of nick-naming not only Shri Gaudapada but also his
faithful glossator Shri Sarkara as ‘Pracchanna Bauddhas’, mean-
ing psuedo-Buddhists marauding as Advaita Vedantins. This they
have done on the mere but flimsy reason that the former has
literally, sometimes even bodily, borrowed Buddhistic terms and
verses and have adapted them to suit their own whimsical theo-
ries or tenets. Suffice it to say that all these are wild, unsustainable
charges and can easily be dismissed as idiosyncrasies of acade-
micians for each and every such allegation can be disproved (and
have been repeated by Shri Satchidanandendra Saraswati Swami,
of Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Holenarasipur - of revered
memory) quite convincingly. For more details in this regard the
students or seekers are requested to read ‘Mandukya Rahasya
Vivrutihi’ in Sanskrit, (with an exhaustive English Introduction
by the Swamiji) published by the Karyalaya.
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But here is this context some relevant and important details
regarding Shri Gaudapada, his works and contributions to Vedanta
will be mentioned so as to remove any misconceptions that
one might have had because of such false propaganda by the
academicians as well as proponents of philosophy opposed to
Vedanta.

1. MANDUKYOPANISHAD

Among the Upanishads that belong to the Atharva Veda,
Shni Saﬁkara'lchﬁrya has written his Bhashyas only on three of
them, viz. Mundaka, Prashna and Mandukya. Among the three -
nay, among all those Upanishads which Shri Sankara has chosen
to write his commentaries on - Mandukya is the smallest. Even

so, Shri Sankara has described it as *WdAgAEREENE:" (the

quintessence of the tenets of all Upanishads). Since Shri
Gaudapadacharya’s commentary in the form of ‘Karikas’ is also
written on this Upanishad, we can say - from the standpoint of
history of Vedantic lore - that this diminutive Upanishad has a
unique importance of its own. With regard to the question -
‘To which part of Atharva Veda does this Upanishad belong ?’
- 1t 1s not possible to determine, as there is no clinching evidence
available. In this regard, Shri Sarnkara has not stated anything
whatsoever in his Bhashya. Since the lone methodology of
Avasthathraya (the three states of Consciousness) is to be found
11 this Upanishad through which the Ultimate Reality is
determined and expounded, there is a high probability of
swmising it to belong to the Aranyaka of that Veda.
2. VARIOUS OPINIONS éBOUT THE AUTHOR OF THESE
MANDUKYA KARIKAS

Although Shri Sankaracharya has written a Bhashya on the
Upanishad as well as explanations for the Karikas, he has not
expressed that he has written his Bhashya predominantly by
himself on the Upanishad ; on the other hand, he has given all
the predominance to the Karikas which undertake the task of
explaining the Upanishad. As at present, the Karikas are divided
into four Prakaranas (Chapters) called - Agama, Vaitathya,
Advaita and Alatashanti. More than the previous Prakarana,
the next one contains a higher number of Karikas in that
order. In the first among them, viz. Agama Prakarana, as at
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present, 29 Karikas are to be found in groups divided and
interspersed between the Upanishadic Mantras. But the remaining
three Prakaranas are independent in their forms. The last and the
biggest, viz. Alatashanti Prakarana, comprising 100 verses or
Karikas, contains invocatory verses both at the beginning and at
the end. It being so, there are all kinds of opinions among the
scholars with regard to the authorship both in the matter of the
Upanishad and the Prakaranas.

First and foremost, many Advaitins opine that all these
four Prakaranas are written by Shri Gaudapada, who was the
grand preceptor of Shri Saikara. Secondly, Shri Madhwacharya
(the founder of the Dvaita school of Vedanta) has acknowledged
that - (i) Agama Prakarana is not at all ‘Pourusheya’ (of human
origin); (i1) the Mantras, which are secn (heard by sages, who are
Brahmajnanis, when they are in commune with the Ultimate
Reality) are exemplified in the Upanishad for the purposes of
determining Self-Knowledge ; (ii1)) both the Mandukyopanishad
and the Karikas are together the Sruti alone. The German scholar,
Deussen, opines that together with these four Prakaranas the
Mandukya Upanishad is one whole work written by Shri
Gaudapada. Prof. S.N. Dasgupta, M.A. Ph.D, and many other
modern scholars have declared that - (a) Among Shri Gaudapada’s
Prakaranas - especially the fourth one - many Prakriyas (meth-
odologies) found in Buddhistic texts are to be seen ; (b) since
Shri Gaudapada came into the picture only- after the famous
Buddhist teachers like Ashwaghosha, Nagarjuna, Asanga,
Vasubandhu etc., we have to perforce surmise that he too, in all
probability, was a Buddhist, or else, he was a preceptor who had
a great respect towards Buddha’s teachings. Among these four
different opinions of various groups of scholars, the last three
seem to be mere speculations, for each one of them cannot stand
the test of reasonable deliberation.

IT IS NOT PROPER TO SAY THAT
AGAMA PRAKARANA IS SRUTI

Let us first deliberate upon the reason or evidence for-
warded by Shri Madhwacharya to conclude that the Karnkas
belonging to the Agama Prakarana are part and parcel of the
Upanishad only. The authoritative sources that Shri Madhwa-
charya has adduced in suppert of his assertion are : (i) A text
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called ‘Brahmatarka’ ; (ii) Garuda Purana - of which the first
treatise is not available now. No other Acharya has referred to
or mentioned about these works. Since there is every possibility
of any number of new verses being added or interpolated, every
now and then, in mythological treatises (Puranas), before we
accept to consider Garuda Purana to be an authoritative evidence
for the present topic we have to perforce examine whether any
other Acharya has acknowledged these Karikas to be the Upanishad
or not. But no one worth the name before Madhwacharya has
assumed in that manner, and there is nothing to prove this
conjecture ! On the other hand, Shri Sankaracharya has clearly
expressed that he is undertaking to write commentaries on the
four Prakaranas (1, 3) ; his direct disciple, Shri Sureshwaracharya,
has exemplified two Karikas from the Agama Prakarana in his
own treatise on Vedantic tenets called ‘Naishkarmya Siddhi’
and has mentioned that they are written by Shri Gaudapada. Even
among the post-Madhwacharya Advaita Vedantins, some have
opined that Agama Prakarana is Sruti (scripture) ; but they have
not substantiated their statements by adducing any authoritative
source or evidence. It is not possible to surmise as to what is
Shri Ramanujacharya’s opinion in this matter ; one Kuranarayana,
who is a well-known follower of that Acharya, has endorsed the
viewpoint of Madhwacharya alone. It being so, it has to be
perforce concluded that to affirm that - “Agama Prakarara is the
Upanishad” - we have not so far come across any reliable, trust-
worthy evidence.

THERE IS NO SUBSTANCE IN THE THEORY THAT
MANDUKYOPANISHAD IS GAUDAPADA’S TREATISE

Secondly, the Western scholar, Deussen, has imagined that
- (a) to say that Shn Sankara had believed Mandiikyopanishad
to be an Upanishad there is no evidence ; (b) Gaudapada himself
might have written that part of the treatise. For this surmise of
his, the two logical devices which are his mainstay are : (1) In

the Bhashya sentence - ‘aqFNYURTEHEVAHE WHRIITHIEIAH,
AfyAwerftg 3fa AIRWA’ - there is an indication to suggest that
Mandukya is included in the four Prakaranas ; (ii) Shri Sankara

has not quoted or exemplified Mandukya as S:'ruti (scriptural
text) anywhere at all. But, at the same time, Sankara having
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exemplified Mandukya as Gaudapada’s work also is not to be
seen anywhere. In the sentence, which Deussen has illustrated, it
is also possible to interpret it to mean - “The four-some Prakarana
treatise beginning with the (Upanishad)” - also. Shri Sankara has
quoted one Karika of Agama Prakarana (1-16) as also one Karika
from Advaita Prakarana (3-15) (to be an authoritative statement
by those who know the traditional method of teaching) in Sutra
Bhashya (1-4-14 ; 2-1-9). If it were true that just as the verses

quoted, like ‘33d ¥eliwhr waf<t’ - (meaning, here in this context

these verses are there) - the Upanishad too had been written by
Gaudapada himself, then in that event, there is no scope what-
soever to divine the cause (reason) for the prose portion, which
is to be commented upon, being brief, whereas the poetry portion,
which is the commentary (elucidatory), being elaborate ; just as
there is in vogue a practice, among the authors of Sanskrit
literature, of writing the prose portion elaborately and abridging
the same matter in poetry - there is no contrary practice to be
seen anywhere. [It is not possible even for those who assert that
- “Both the prose portion and the Agama Prakarana are, together,
the Upanishad itself” - to adduce a convincing reason for the
verses quoted here to be so elaborate. For, the system that is seen
in the Upanishads is quite contrary to this]. In addition to all this,
Shri Sureshwara, who is a direct disciple of Shri Sarnkara having
vociferously called Mandukya a Sruti is to be seen in his
Brihadaranyaka Vartika (3-8-26). It being so, there is no hurdle
or difficulty whatsoever to be seen in believing or assuming that
- “Mandikya is a Sruti ; the four Prakaranas of Agama, Vaitathya
etc. are together the work of one and the same author.”

THE THEORY THAT GAUDAPADA
WAS A BUDDHIST IS A FALLACY

An author by name Anandagiri, who has written a
sub-commentary on Mandukyopanishad Bhashya as also on the
commentary on the Karikas, has mentioned that he has written
a sub-commentary on the Gaudapadiya Bhashya (of Sankara).
He has further stated that - “Mandikya is a Sruti” - “Prakarana-
chatushtaya is the resultant fruit of the Vidya that Shri Gaudapada-
charya earned as a boon by invoking Nardyana (Shri Vishnu)”.
It 1s quite evident here that this traditional legend must have been
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invariably there in vogue even prior to Anandagiri. Even so,
another Western thinker, Wallaser, has opined that because there
are a few verses (Karikas) in Alatashanti Prakarana which are the
replicas of certain verses found in the treatise - ‘“Tarkajwala”
- written by a Buddhist by name - ‘Bhavaviveka’ - the statement
that there existed an author by name - ‘Gaudapada’ - is itself
ridden with doubts. It is already mentioned that Prof. Surendra
Nath Dasgupta has opined that Gaudapada had respect or ado-
ration for Buddhistic methodologies. It is not clearly known as
to what exact supporting evidence there is for this modern scholar
to discard or refute what Sureshwara and others have very clearly
declared that - “The Karikas are verily the work of Gaudapada.”
It is not possible for us to disregard or disrespect what Sankara
has eulogized and remembered at the end of his Bhashya viz. that
(Gaudapada) was his ‘Paramaguru’ (grand-preceptor). It is quite
probable for a doubt of the type - ‘Whether the author of the
Karikas had a name - Gaudapada - or not ?’ - to arise ; for, as
he hailed from a region by name - ‘Gaudadesha’ - he might have
been quite popular and called by the name - ‘Gaudapada’. But
especially the difference or distinction that exists between the
philosophical teachings of the Karikakara and the Buddhists is
not so very unclear or obscure as to be neglected or disregarded.
Because of the facts :- (a) In the Alatashanti Prakarana Gaudapada
has profusely and predominantly used Buddhistic logical devices
to refute the doctrines of other schools ; (b) he has utilized
several Buddhistic technical terms found in their treatises - even
some indiscreet or unwary people of our country too have
called the Karikakara ‘Pracchannabouddha’ (meaning, pseudo-
Buddhist).

Therefore, here is an arduous attempt by Shri Satchida-
nandendra Saraswati Swamiji, of revered memory, to totally wipe
out any traces of doubt that in the methodology of Mandukya.
Karikas there is a dubious blending or mixture of Buddhistic
teachings, but at the same time, with a view to helping
Tattwajijnasus (genuine seeckers of the Ultimate Reality of the
Self) discern and divine the unique and extra-ordinary method-
ology that is implicit in Vedantic texts of this type, the salient
topics of this treatise have been divided under various heads and
briefly described hereunder.
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AGAMA PRAKARANA

Because in this Chapter the traditional methodology of
propounding the Absolute Reality is adopted and followed inr
order to explain Mandukyopanishad, this Prakarana has earned
this name. In this Chapter there exists an exposition of the
method of Avasthatraya (the three states of Consciousness). The
waking Atman (Self) is called ‘Vishwa’, meaning, Atman who
has the entire gross world of duality perceived in the waking as
His Upadhi (adjunct) ; the dreaming Atman is called ‘Taijasa’,
meaning, the Self who has the entire subtle world seen in the
dream as His Upadhi ; the deep sleep Atman is called ‘Prajfia’
or ‘Avyakrita’, meaning, Atman who is the very cause for the
entire universe. Thus one and one Atman alone is appearing in
three different forms (1-1). Because in each of these Avasthas the
entire Jieyarashi (gamut of things that can be known objectively)
is_hidden or implicit, these Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajiia are called
Atman’s ‘Padas’ (quarters). But the Paramarthariipa (Absolute,
Ultimate form) of Atman is extremely different or distinct from
all these three forms (1-10 to 1-15). All these three forms are
the Asatya (false) forms appearing in Atman due to Anadi Maya
(beginningless illusion) ; they do not exist in reality (1-16).
Because this Atmatattwa (Absolute, Transcendental Reality of
Self) is devoid of Vachya (that object which can be named by
speech) and Vachaka (that subject which pronounces the named
by speech) Bhavas (concepts), this Reality is being called ‘Omkara’
and ‘Atman’. The essence of teaching of the Agama Prakarana
is : ‘This Omkara or Atman is Shiva (the ultimate personified
Truth which is auspicious, benign) alone, who is Prapafichopashama
(devoid of the world of duality) - (1-24 to 29). Because this very
methodology of Avasthatraya is taken up for the purposes of
drawing conclusions in the fourth and last Chapter of Alata-
shanti Prakarana (4-57 to 90), it becomes established that the
subject-matter for both these Prakaranas is one and the same.
This Prakriya (methodology) which succeeds in establishing
Atmavada (the doctrine of the innermost Self) through the
three universal experiences of the three Avasthas (viz. waking,

dream and deep sleep) is not acceptable in the least to the
Buddhists.
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VAITATHYA PRAKARANA

In this Chapter, after expounding and establishing the truth
that both the Avasthas of waking and dream are identical in all
respects (2-1 to 10), it has been demonstrated effectively that all
Dvaita (duality) is Kalpita (imagined, misconceived) in Atman
alone (2-11 to 38). This tenet also which propounds that -
‘Atman is the Adhishthana (substratum) for Prapafichadhyasa (the
misconception or delusion of the world of duality)’ - is totally
opposed to the Buddhistic ‘Nairatmyavada (theory of essenceless-
ness of our own Being as Self or, in short, Nihilism)’.

ADVAITA PRAKARANA

In this Chapter first the Jatabrahmavada (theory of Brahman
being born or having birth) of certain proponents - who used to
argue that - ‘Brahman is bomm in the forms of Chetana (sentient)
and Achetana (insentient) beings ; the Jivas attain Brahmaswarilpa
(the essential nature of the ultimate Reality) by means of Upasana
(meditation) - is refuted and then the (Vedantic) teaching that -
“The creation that is indicated in the Sruti is merely an Upaya
(device, plan) to teach the Aikya (unity, identity) of Jiva (trans-
migratory soul) and Paramatman (the Supreme Self) - (3-10 to
27). The Swamata (the traditional philosophy of Advaita Vedanta
of his own school) which is of the Satkaryarupa [nature of
propagation of the tenet that ‘Sat’ (the Reality) Itself as the cause
or substratum appears as an effect] is clarified (3-27, 28) by
expounding the Vedantic teaching - “Brahman may, by virtue of
Maya (illusion), be born in the form of the world of duality ;
but Asat (unreal thing) can never be born either in reality or
through Maya.” “If one cognizes or Intuits that - ‘Atman alone
B Satya (the Ultimate Reality)’ - the mind becomes (or 1is
rendered) Amanas (no-mind)” - this tenet is demonstrated (3-29
to 39). Further, it has been instructed that Madhyamadhikaris
(practitioners who belong to the middle-grade qualifications) also
can cognize this Tattwa (Ultimate Reality) by means of
Manonigraha (an Intuitive method of giving up one’s innate
identification with his inner instrument of Mind in its entirety)
- (3-40 to 46). Thus this Prakarana - which, in truth, firmly
establishes Advaita (non-dualism) by deliberating on Srutyartha
(the tenets of the Upanishads) and by Yukti (logical devices
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based on Intuitive Experiences) ; and after refuting by clear-
cut, unambiguous statements the fallacious doctrine of
Asatkaryavada (the doctrinaire theory that Asaf or unreal
thing itself is born), which acknowledges Sadvivartavada (the
Vedantic tenet of Sat or Ultimate Reality of Brahman or
Atman Itself appears to have been born as the world of
duality and the Jivas living in it) - can never be acceptable
to any Buddhist whosoever he may be.

ALATASHANTI PRAKARANA

The Abheda (non-difference) among Jhatru (the knower),
Jiieya (the object to be known), JhAana (the knowledge) con-
cepts or categories has been expounded in this Prakarana in a
subtle and serene manner both in the Upakrama (introductory part
or preamble of the treatise) and the Upasamhara (conclusive part)
portions (4-1, 4-99). Because the Dvaitins are arguing one against
the other among themselves and since there is no possibility
whatsoever of one’s logical devices being accepted by any op-
ponent, all Dvaita philosophies are Mithya (false®or fallacious) ;
whereas, the Advaita philosophy, which expounds that - “Para-
martha (the Ultimate, Absolute Reality beyond all empirical
dealings, concepts or categories as It is beyond time, space and
causation) 1s not opposed to anything whatsoever” (3-17, 18),
that was briefly propounded in Advaita Prakarana - is itself
being described here in detail and thereby the Ajativada (the
Vedantic tenet of Brahman or Atman is devoid of birth) is firmly
established (4-2 to 23). First, the doctrines of Vaibhasikasoutrantika
(the school of Realism among the Buddhists), who believe in the
reality of the external things or objects, are refuted from the
viewpoint of the VijAanavadins (the school of Idealism among
the Buddhists), who acknowledge only the internal mental con-
cepts or ideas to be real (4-25 to 27) and, then by their own
method of dialectics their Vijfianavada is refuted (4-28) ; finally
the Vedantic method of Ajativada is elaborately expounded
(4-29 onwards). It is never possible for anyone - whosoever he
may be - to build up or show any relationship between the
Buddhistic ‘Pratityasamutpada’ (dependent origination), which pro-
pounds that Avidya (ignorance) and other concomitant categories
are born one from the other, and the Vedantic ‘Ajativada’ (theory
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of no birth or creation), which establishes that for Advitiya
Atman (non-dual Self) there is no birth whatsoever from the
Paramartha (Absolute) viewpoint.

Those present-day research scholars who have reckoned a
similarity of methodologies between the Mandiikya Karikas and
the Buddhistic texts have not evidently taken into consideration
the commentary of Shri Sarkaracharya. It is quite plausible for
logical-minded people to question in the manner - “Knowingly
or unknowingly, the Bhashyakara might have interpreted the
Karikas in a totally different manner, is it not ?” It is for the.
sake of removing the doubts of such people alone, without taking
recourse to or depending upon the Bhashya, but merely on the
examination of the Gaudapada Karikas alone it was convincingly
proved above that there is no relationship or similarity whatso-
ever between the methodologies of the Karikas and of the
Buddhistic treatises. Especially if one discerns the teachings of
the Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri Sankara), the bare fact that - ‘The
Karikas have, in truth, championed the cause of the Vedantic
Prasthanatraya methodology alone’ - becomes crystal clear. It is
true that at certain places there is an apparent similarity between
the words used in the Karikas and the Buddhistic texts ; but,
there is no similarity of meaning of those words at all. Just as
Badarayanacharya (the author of Vedanta Sttras) has in his
Sutras used words like ‘Pradhana’, ‘Pratyaksha’, ‘Anumana’ -
which are technical terms belonging to alien schools of philoso-
phy - so as to suit the Vedantic methodology, Gaudapada too has
utilized Buddhists’ technical terms with a different meaning
altogether to suit Vedantic tenets.

Since in this Prakarana it is to be found that first by means
of the Buddhistic logical devices the doctrines of other disputants
are refuted and then ‘entrapping’, as it were, Buddhists too by
their own logical device their doctrines are also refuted - in
certain contexts of this type certain Buddhistic logical devices
being seen is not surprising or contradictory. We need not discuss
or deliberate upon the controversial topic - ‘Whether Ashwaghosha,
Nagarjuna and such other Buddhists lived before or after Gauda-
pada.” Even those who affirm that Gaudapada himself came later
than those Buddhist scholars will be constrained to give their
consent to the above-mentioned conclusion. For, it is not possible
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for anyone to assert that, while an opponent’s argument is being
refuted, merely, on the count that his technical terms as also his
logical devices are utilized in the deliberations or discussions, it
does not at all amount to accepting the opponent’s argument or
doctrine.

IS ALATASHANTI PRAKARANA
AN INDEPENDENT TREATISE ?

Some scholars have imagined or inferred - on the ground
that in the beginning and at the end of this Prakarana there are
invocatory verses and the profuse usage of Buddhistic terminol-
ogy and logical devices - that this Prakarana is a separate inde-
pendent treatise by itself without having any relationship what-
soever with the preceding three Chapters. The shallowness of this
theory also becomes clear by virtue of the above-mentioned
logical devices. Sankara has called this Prakarana ‘Sastra’ (scrip-
ture) - (4-1, 4-100). But merely on that count it cannot be
affirmed that this Chapter is in itself a separate text ; if it is
asserted in that manner, then it becomes contradictory to Sankara’s
.own promise or proclamation made at the beginning that he
would write a Bhashya to all four Prakaranas. Hence, just as the
15th chapter of Bhagavadgita is said to be ‘Sastra’ with the
implicit meaning of ‘the essence “of Gita§astra’ (15-20), in the
same manner here too this Prakarana, which signifies the very
essence of the Sastra of the form of Mandukydpanishad, is called
by Sankara, the Bhashyakara, ‘Sastra’ - thus we have to reckon.
Since it is already mentioned that the tenets which are expounded
in. the other three Chapters are themselves being conclusively
established in this last Prakarana, let us stop this consideration
here.

FOR THE BUDDHISTIC PHILOSOPHY TOO
THE UPANISHAD ALONE IS THE ORIGIN

If we thoroughly and deeply observe, it will have to be
inferred that for the Buddhistic philosophy to spread out and be
propagated on the strength of logical devices the Upanishad itself
i1s responsible in a circuitous manner. For, among the Buddhists
in the beginning there were no canonical texts which were
predominantly logical in their approach ; they were. mainly
instructing about - ‘Dvadashanidana or Bhavachakra’, ‘Shila’,
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‘Samadhi’, ‘Prajha’ - only. In fact, their extra-ordinary tenet
(theory) is that Atman does not exist. Even so, after the first
century A.D. the logical device of refuting the existence of the
world of duality (Prapafichanirakarana Yukt) became strong among
them. The reason for this is : A Brahmin by name ‘Ashwaghdosha’
was defeated in a logical contest and was ‘converted’ to Bud-
dhism ; he evolved a new Siddhanta (philosophical tenet) called
‘Tathata’. He argued in the manner - ‘In all of us there are two
parts - (1) one part as the Samsari or transmigratory existence and
(1) ‘Bhitatathata’ (meaning, that entity which exists as it is) -
another part ; Samsara is Asatya (false, unreal) ; ‘Tathata’ is
having an essential nature which cannot be said to be Satya (real)
or Asatya (unreal).” It need not be pointed out as to how near
or close is this tenet of his to the Upanishadic theory of
‘Kutasthanirvishesha Atman’. However, after Ashwaghosha his
theory did not gain strength. In Buddhistic texts like ‘Lankavatara’
etc. although this very doctrine called by a different name of
‘Tathagatagabhan’ is signified, therein it has been very clearly
stated that - ‘“This doctrine or theory is instructed as a first lesson
to ignorant people who believe that ‘Atman’ exists, but it 1s not
absolutely true.” Let it be so. All the logicians who camé after
Ashwaghosha went on strengthening the ‘Prapaiichanirakarana-
vada’ (theory of refuting the real existence of the world of
duality or diversity). Especially, scholars like Nagarjuna,
Chandrakirti etc. conjoined new logical arguments to further
strengthen this doctrinaire theory. Anyway, between the twin
theories of ‘Brahmasatyatwa’ and ‘Jaganmithyatwa’ found in the
Upanishads, the second one, viz. Jaganmithyatwa (the falsity of
the world of duality) became firm and ensconced through the
Buddhists. Because they did not acknowledge the Upanishadic
lore as Pramana (authoritative source), among them the principal
doctrine which expounds Brahmasatyatwa (the Absolute Reality
of Brahman) paled off without being given any encouragement
or support.

The Buddhists are adepts in expounding the Prapancha-
nirzkaranavada (theory of negating the reality of the world of
duality). In answering the question - “When the world of duality
is very clearly perceptible and is in our experience to be real,
how at all can it be said that it does not exist ?” - the Buddhists
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raise all kinds of surmises or conjectures about the -world of
duality which the uninitiated, ignorant people say that it 1s in
their experience and then they demonstrate that these conjectures
or concepts cannot survive the onslaught of logic. This method
is their main dialectical device. In fact, Shri Gaudapadacharya
has utilized this very device in the Alatashanti Prakarana and
by means of that dialectical exercise he has turned the tables
on the Buddhists, so to speak, by refuting their methodology
also. He has refuted the whole gamut of theories propounding
the reality of dualism and thereby demonstrated the greatness
and glory of Vaidikatarka (logic used in all the scriptural
texts). Those well-known research scholars who do not know this
secret are afflicted by a delusion which prompts them to believe
that in Vedanta there is an admixture of Buddhistic tenets.
SANKARA’S BHASHYA ON THE KARIKAS

It has already been intimated that since Gaudapada’s Karikas
are quite ancient there is every scope to get deluded to believe
that one part of them is the Upanishad and the other part is a
Buddhistic Prakarana. It is quite certain that had there not been
any Bhashya written by Sankara on this Prakarana-chatushtaya
(the tour Chapters) it would have been very difficult for Vedantins
also to discern the reality or veracity of this secret. For, we find
sufficient support in Shri Sureshwaracharya’s ‘Brihadaranyaka»
bhashya Vartika’ to prove or establish the fact that - “Some so-
called Vedantins prior to Sankara were actually commenting on
this treatise (i.e. Mandukya Karika) - which expounds predomi-
nantly JAana (Intuitive Knowledge of the Self) alone as Vastutantra
(to be cognized as it is in esse and not to be conceived or
imagined) - as if it is Upasanapara (meant for purposes of
meditation).” In this Vartika, the opinions of those who had
believed the 38th verse of the Vaitathya Prakarana and the 46th
verse of the Advaita Prakarana to be Jianabhyasapara (meant
for repetition of the Intuitive Knowledge) and were quoting them
for this purpose (Bri. Va. 4-4-887, 888) have been refuted. Even
to this day it is to be seen that among Advaitins themselves there
exist several bizarre differences of opinion as far as the Vedanta
Siddhanta i1s concerned. It being so, it becomes quite essential
here 1n this context to bring to the notice of the readers certain



Preface 15

important topics which are implicit in the Karikabhashya. By this
the Jijfasus (true, sincere seekers) who wish to discern the
profound teaching of genuine Vedantic Siddhanta (final spiritual
teachings) that are implicit in the Karikas are sure to benefit a
great deal.

IS ADVAITA (NON-DUALISM) SASTRASIDDHA (ESTABLISHED
ON THE SUPPORT OR BASIS OF SCRIPTURES) OR
TARKASIDDHA (BASED ON LOGIC) ?

In Vedanta the essence of the entire universe is called
‘Brahman’ ; the Vedanta Siddhanta - as a philosophical system
- teaches that - “Brahman is the Atman (Self) of all of us ; It
5 Advitiya (non-dual) and is Nirvishesha (devoid of any
attributes whatosever).” The Vedantins say that this Siddhanta is
known from the Upanishads alone and it cannot be known either
by Pratyaksha Pramana (perception as a valid means of knowl-
edge) or Anumaiana Pramana (inference as a valid means of
knowledge). In order to signify that Brahman can be known only
from the Sastra (scriptural text) of the form of Upanishads the
special term ‘‘Oupanishada’’ (the adjectival form of Upanishad)
is used in the Sruti (scriptural text) ; whereas in the Brahmasiitras
the special term of Sastra Yoni (the scriptures being the womb
or birth place) is used. All this appears to the predominantly
logical-minded or highly rational people of this modern science
age to be a contradiction. These logical-minded people opine :
“For those who believe in the Vedas, Brahman may be Sastraika
Vedya (that which can be known only from the Sastras) ; but
can Buddhists and such others - who do not have any faith in
the authoritativeness of the Vedas - accept this tenet ? No. For
this reason, Gaudapada relied on the Vedapramanya (Vedas as
the authoritative, canonical texts) and signified the Paramartha
(the Absolute Reality of Brahman) in the Agama Prakarana and
then for the sake of those who do not believe in that (i.e.
Vedapramanya) he has established his Siddhanta in the remaining
three Prakaranas exclusively (merely) on Yukti (logical devices).
Shri Sankara also has written like that alone.”

If we deeply observe, it would appear that this queer opin-
ion is formulated because these so-called ‘rational people’ have
not meticulously examined and properly deliberated upon Sarkara
Bhashya, as also they have not discemmed the basic nature of the
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Pramanatarkas (logical systems which rely on the valid means of
knowledge) and their mutual differences and distinctions. For,
Sarikara’s vehement statements to the effect that he has estab
lished Advaita by means of both Sruti and Yukti are to be found
in the Karikabhashya of all the four Prakaranas ; for example :
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Here above in the fifth sentence we should keep in mind
the conclusion drawn by saying - “Advaita Darshana is Agamartha
(the prime purport of the Sastra) alone” ; for, although Advaita
or non-dualism is established by means of Yukti, for it, in the
main, Agama (Sastra) alone is Pramana (authoritative source) -
this fact becomes clarified by this statement. Not merely in the
first Agama Prakarana but in the remaining three Prakaranas
too (2-31 ; 3-11, 12 ; 4-90) Upanishads have been quoted. It is
also quite reasonable that in the last three Prakaranas - which are
predominantly logical in their treatment and approach - Yukti has
been given a higher place or importance.

It should not be objected in the manner - “If one argues
by assuming Sastrapramana, how at all can the Siddhanta become
acceptable to the rest of the disputants ?” For, here there is no
occasion whatsoever for believing the Sruti sentence to be a
Pramana (valid source of knowledge). Although in the Karma
Kanda (the ritualistic portion of the Vedic lore) such a circum-
stance arises, since the Vastubodhakavakyas (sentences which
teach or expound the really real, Absolute Entity of Atman or
Brahman) of the Jnana Kanda give rise to JAana (Intuitive
Knowledge) alone which is Vastvanusari (in consonance with the
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Ultimate Reality in esse) no one - whosoever he or she may be
- can ever possibly refute or negate It. One may ask - “If so,
where is the need for Tarka (logic) ?” The Naiyayikas (exponents
of Nyayas or axiomatic science) proclaim that one should accept
an Anubhava (experience) born out of a Pramana only after its
veracity and validity are examined and investigated thoroughly by
means of Tarka. Hence just as that experience (knowledge) which
accrues from using Pramanas like the Pratyaksha (perception),
Anumana (inference) etc. is examined or investigated by means
of Tarka and then only we accept a principle.to be universal, in
the same manner that knowledge which accrues from the
Agamapramana (valid source of Sastra or scripture) is also to be
examined and explored by means of logical devices and only
then to determine the truth is quite reasonable. Sastra is Bodhaka
(that which instructs, teaches), while Tarka is Shodhaka (explor-
atory, investigatory). For that reason alone Shri Sarnkara has
written in his remaining Bhashyas also that - “What is estab-
lished on the strength of Agama (Sastra) and Upapatti (logical
device) itself eventually becomes sustainable as Paramartha
(Absolute Reality).”

THE MANNER IN WHICH SASTRA SIGNIFIES OR EXPOUNDS
THE PARAMARTHA

The answer that Shri Sarkara has given to the question -
“How does the Sastra (scripture) signify or expound Brah-
man (the Absolute Reality) which is of the essential nature of
Atman (Self) ?”’ - is highly sutble and profound, needing a
great deal of deliberative analysis. Since there is no cause
giving rise to any function of speech in Brahman, it is not
possible at all to signify It by means of speech. Hence, through
signifying in the manner - “In It there does not exist any special
feature: or attribute which appears due to misconception” - the
Sastra expounds It. Due to, Avasthatraya (the three states of
Consciousness, viz., waking, dream and deep sleep) the qualities
like Antahprajiatwa (internal awareness) etc. are Kalpita (imag-
ined, misconceived) in Atman. By sublating or rescinding this
superimposition (Adhyaropa) alone the Atmaswariipa (the essen-
tial nature of the innermost, Absolute Self) has perforce to be
signified ; the purport behind the rescission or abrogation in this
fashicn is to signify, denote that Atman is Avasthatrayatita
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(beyond the ken or purview of the three states Consciousness)
alone and not to indicate that Atman is one having a separate
and distinct Avastha (state of Consciousness) called Turiya (fourth
comparatively to the three referred to as universal experiences).
In fact, because Advaita (non-dual Reality) is the very Self (i.e.
core of Being) of the Jijaasu (the ardent seeker) and is verily the
Aspada (substratum, support) for the whole gamut of Dvaitavikalpas
(imagined phenomena of duality) which are Adhyasta (superim-
posed on Atman) - just as the rope is the substratum for the
snake imagined or misconceived due to Bhranti (delusion) - by
abrogating or sublating what is Adhyaropita (superimposed) alone,
Advaita Jiana (Intuitive Knowledge of non-dual Self) invariably
and unfailingly accrues. Since Atmaswariipa is contiguous with
all Vikalpas (imagined phenomena), there is no need whatsoever
for a Pratyaya (mental concept having the stamp of certainty or
conviction) of Atmaswariipa to accrue or arise afresh. If the
Sastra denotes or depicts that such and such a Dharma (quality
or special attribute) does not exist in Atman, it does not at all
thereby entertain an opinion or motive to indicate that an
‘opposite’ or contra of that Dharma exists in Atman. For, any
Dharma whatsoever existing eternally in Atman is never to be
found.

Hence, the fuction of the Sastra is exclusively to rescind or
abrogate the Ajfiana (ignorance) pertaining to Atman. Let it be
any Pramana (valid means of knowledge) - its function lies
exclusively in removing, abrogating the Ajnana with regard
to the Prameya (the object of knowledge) ; but to believe that
in addition to this, another function of objectifying the Prameya
and illumining it - subsists for it is fallacious indeed ; because
the knowledge or cognition of an object accrues spontaneously
and automatically, so to speak, by virtue of Ajfiananasha (sublation
of ignorance), it is not a Pramanaphala (fruit, resultant produced
by valid means). Therefore, Paramartha Tattwajiana (the Intuitive
Knowledge of the Absolute, Transcendental Reality of the Self)
accrues merely by Anarthaprapafichanivritti (abrogation or rescis-
sion of the world of duality, which is the cause for all mundane
miseries and mishaps) which are Ardpita (superimposed) on
Atman ; and for this purpose neither any Pramanantara (other
valid means) called ‘Sakshatkara’ (materialization or actualization
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of an esoteric experience) nor any Sadhanantara (other spiritual
practice or discipline) of the type of Prasanikhyana (repetition of
an exercise) etc. is needed whatsoever.

THE AJNANA THAT IS RESCINDED BY SASTRAIC JNANA

Ajfiana (1gnorance) is of two kinds ; (a) an insensate and
indolent sleep in which the Tattwa (the Ultimate Reality) is
not known at all ; (b) a dubious, delusory dream in which
all things or phenomena are misconceived (1-15). ‘Agrahana’
meaning, not knowing or cognizing, is the cause for Anyatha-
grahana (erroneously knowing or misconceiving) - (1-15). In
Sushupti (deep sleep state) the cause alone exists, while in the
waking and dream states both the cause and the effects exist; but
n Turiya who is devoid of Avasthatraya (the three states of
Consciousness), meaning, the Shuddhatman (Pure, Absolute Self),
both these do not exist (1-11, 14) To believe that both these (i.e.
Agrahana and Anyathagrahana) exist in Atman is Viparyasa
(misconception), Bhranti (delusion) - (1-15). All these above
tenets are very clearly written in both the Gaudapada Karikas and
Sankara’s Bhashya on them. Even so, such an indubitable and
unmistakable statement the present-day Vyakhyanakaras (post-
Sankara sub-commentators) have misconstrued in the manner :
(a) Kdranajiiana means ‘Miilavidya’ - a particular Avaranavishesha
(a special feature of engulfing or covering). Because it has been
propounded in the Karikas that -(1) ‘Agrahana’ means not
knowing the Tattwa or Absolute Reality of the Self ; (ii) since
it is the cause for the Visheshajiana (knowledge of various
manifest phenomena) of the waking and dream, this Agrahana is
being called ‘Karanavidya’ (the causal ignorance in a potential or
seed form) in deep sleep. In the Shuddhatman (Pure, Absolute
Self) called ‘Turiya’ -also this Agrahana exists ; but due to that
there is no possibility whatsoever of Anyathajiana (misconcep-
tion, erroneous knowledge) arising - not in the least - it is not,
really speaking, Karanavidya (1-13). Hence, in the Karikas there
is not even an iota of scope for this fallacious Milavidyavada
(theory of the substantiality of the causal ignorance).

Further, in some Vyakhyanas (sub-commentaries) it is found
that Avyakritanamariipabija (the unmanifested seed form of names
and forms), which has to be perforce conceived to be the cause
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for the manifest appearances of names and forms of the world
of duality, is itself called ‘Maya’ (illusion) and Mulavidya (the
substantial causal ignorance). But since in the Bhashya sentences

like - ‘SHfaEFaTHETIERGEYY’ and ‘SfaEFaAEESTCQEHR. - it has
been clearly stated that Maya, which is the Bija (seed form or
cause) for names and forms, is itself said to be Avidyakrita
(brought about by ignorance), it evolves that - “Maya itself i1s
Adhyasta (misconceived)” - and hence it will not be in accor-
dance or consonance with the Bhashya to assert that - “Maya is
Milavidya which is the substantial cause for Adhyasa (miscon-
ception).” Therefore, in this manner too it becomes fully estab-
lished that in the Kanka Bhashya there is no scope whatsoever
for the theory of Miulavidya.

AJATIVADA (THE DOCTRINE OF BIRTHLESSNESS)

The doctrine that -“Atman is, in the Absolute sense, Janmadi-
vikararahita (devoid of changes or mutations like birth, growth,
death etc) ; as also He 1s Pragafichopashama (devoid of the world
of duality)” - is called ‘Ajativada’ in Vedantic parlance. In
Mandukya this doctrine alone has been propounded as its ulti-
mate purport. To the doubt of the type - “The world of duality
comprising sentient and insentient phenomena is appearing in
Atman to all of us, is it not ? What will be its fate ?” - the
solution that - “The entire world that appears to us is - just like
a dream - Mithya (false, unreal) ; in the Absolute sense, all this
is verily Atman alone” - was provided in the Vaitathya Prakarana.
In the Upanishad - just like Vaishwanaratman (Atman having the
waking as an adjunct is called by this name) - for Taijasatman
(Atman having the dream as an adjunct) too it has been taught
that there are Saptarngas (seven limbs or parts, macrocosmical in
their proportions or magnitude) and EkoOnavimsatimukhas (19
doorways, microcosmically speaking) and this aspect itself - it
can be inferred - has been explained in detail in that second
Prakarana.

For the doubt that - “In other Srutis it has been propounded
that the Jivas (transmigratory souls) are born out of Brahman and
bty Upasana (meditation) they attain Brahma Sayujya (merger
with Brahman), how come this contradiction ?” - a consolation
has been provided in the Advaita Prakarana. Just as the empty
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space (Akasa) due to adjuncts like an earthen pot etc. appears to
have been born, in the same manner Jivas too - due to their
adjuncts of the forms of the body, the senses, the mind etc. -
appear to have been born. Just as, in truth, the empty space itself
is the ‘essence’ of adjuncts like the earthen pot etc., these
Upadhis (adjuncts) of the body, the senses etc. also are verily
Atman alone. Since the body, the senses etc. in their respective
forms are - just like the dream body, senses etc. - Mithya (false,
unreal) alone, to conclude that Atman is Advitiya (non-dual), Aja
(birthless), Nisprapaficha (devoid of the world of duality) there
is no impediment or difficulty whatsoever. In fact, the Sristi
(creation) that has been propounded in the Srutis is this Mayikasristi
(illusory creation) alone. For the Sruti there is no Paramatatparya
(the ultimate or absolute purport of teaching) in propounding
‘Sristi’ ; it is merely an Upaya (device) utilized to help discern
Atman’s Ekatwa (non-dualism, oneness of the Self) but not to
teach that Dvaita (duality) is Satya (real). For this reason alone,
in the Srutis Atmaikatwa (non-dualism of the Self) is eulogized,
praised - whereas Nanatwa (manifoldness) is decried, refuted.
Upasana and its resultant fruit of Brahmasayujya have been
taught in the Srutis for the sake of those Adhikaris (qualified
practitioners) entertaining Avidyadristi (the viewpoint of igno-
rance), as they are not able to cognize the Paramartha (the
Absolute, Ultimate Reality of the Self) ; hence, for the Ajativada
which the Sruti propounds as its ultimate purport there is no
danger or damage caused.

Here an objection of the type -“Proponents of other schools
of philosophy like Sankhyans, Kanadas (Vaisheshikas or propo-
nents of Vedic Atomic theory), Jains and Buddhists etc. have also
expounded the Paramartha (the Ultimate Reality) by means of
Yukti (logical devices), is it not ? Now, this Vaidikavada (theory
taught by the Vedic lore) which propounds that - ‘Atman is Aja
(birthless), Nishprapaficha (deviod of the world of duality)’ - is
opposed to their philosophical doctrines, is it not ?” - may arise.
It is true that the other disputants accept the theory of cause and
effect, but as regards the topic - “How is the effect born from
the cause ? What are the essential matures of ‘cause’ and its
‘effect’ ?”- they are not unanimous in their theories ; on the
other hand, they are mutually opposed to one another. Not only
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that, the defects that the proponent of one school points out in
the doctrines of a rival group are insoluble or irrefutable ; from
this itself, the fact that Ajativada is correct gets evolved. But the
satisfactory solution that - “To the Advaita philosophy - which
propounds that all duality is born only magically or illusorily and
that birth in itself is not Paramartha or absolutely real - no brand
of dualism whatsoever can possibly be antagonistic” - is depicted
in the Advaita Prakarana in brief and in the Alatashanti
Prakarana in detail. For all these reasons, both in the Karikas
and the Bhashya it has been fiilly established that ‘Ajativada’ is
irrefutable.

THE REALITY BEHIND PRATIBHASIKAVASTUS
(ALLUSORY PHENOMENA)

It has been propounded both in the Karikas and the Bhashya
(1-16, 17 ; 2-2 ; 3-19, 24, 27) that - “In the Ajativada, the tenet
that - “Neither the Jivas nor the Jadavastus (gross things) are born
at all’ - 1s Paramartha (Absolutely real) ; that they are ‘born’ is
Mayika (illusory)” - is it not ? In order to elucidate this theory
they have adduced illustrations of the rope-snake etc. Here in this
context - we have already indicated - the Vyakhyanaprasthana
(post-Sureshwara school) has interpreted ‘Maya’ as Milavidya.
The followers of that school have adapted and utilized this
universally acknowledged illustration in a distorted, bizarre man-
ner in propounding their new doctrinaire, dogmatic theory called
- ‘Anirvachaniya Padarthotpatti’ (the birth of a thing which is
indescribable or indefinable as real or unreal) to render it highly
controversial. Their opinion is : “The Pratibhasika Vastus (illu-
sory objects) like the rope-snake etc. are the Parinama (transfor-
mations, metamorphoses) of Avidya (ignorance) which is called
‘Tulavidya’ or °‘Pallava Vidya’. By virtue of this illustration
alone the doctrine that the world of duality is Mayika, meaning,
Milavidyaparinami (that which is transformed by means of

Mulavidya or a substantial causal Avidya or ignorance) is estab-
lished.”

For this doctrine there is not even an iota of support either
in the Karika or the Bhashya. In the Karika it is written : “Just
as people misconceive a rope to be a snake or a streak of water
etc. because they have not cognized it as a rope - Atman also
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18 misconceived in various ways. Just as when people determine
that - ‘It is a rope alone’ - and there exists that rope alone,
similarly from the Nishchayadrishti (viewpoint of conviction and
determination) Atman alone exists” - (2-17, 18). In the Bhashya
there are sentences of the type - “The imagined snake miscon-
ceived in the rope due to Bhranti (delusion) does not really exist
and by virtue of Viveka (discrimination) it does not vanish” ;
“The rope-snake etc. which are the misconceptions of the mind
do not merge in the rope etc. nor are they born from the rope
etc.” ; “Just as the conglomerations of the earthen pot etc. are
born from that very Akasha (empty space), in the same way from
Paramatman (Supreme Self), who is analogous to Akasha, the
gross conglomerations like Prithivi (earth) etc. as also the internal
conglomerations within us which are Karyakaranariipa (of the
forms of effect and cause) are misconceived to have been bom
just like the rope-snake.” If we examine these sentences, it can
be emphatically and affirmatively said that neither in the mind
of the Karikakara nor of the Bhashyakara there was even an iota
of this wild imagination of Pratibhasika Utpatti (birth of an
illusory object). Even during the time the rope-snake etc. are
imagined (misconceived) in the rope etc. and they appear, at that
moment too, in reality, the rope-snake etc. are not born (physi-
cally) ; in the same manner, even if it is said that - ‘From Atman
the world of duality, is born’ - it is - just like the rope-snake
- merely an appearance alone. This alone is the purport of
teaching of the Sruti (2-31 - its Bhashya ; 4-42 - its Bhashya ;
4-49 - its Bhashya). Even the statement that - ‘Atman is Aja’ -
is not made from the Paramarthadrishti (viewpoint of the Abso-
lute Truth) ; for, Vedantins first assume the Avidyadrishti (view-
point of ignorant people) to the effect that there exist objects or
things which have birth, and on the basis of this viewpoint alone
they propound that - “Atman is Aja ; He does not have birth
just like the other objects or things.” Therefore, from the
Paramarthadrishti - ‘Atman is not Aja ; He is Nirvisheshachinmatra
(Pure, Absolute Consciousness without any special attributes)
devoid of any Dharma whatsoever’ - and this tenet alone is the

essence of Ajativada that has been proclaimed both in the Karikas
and the Bhashya.
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THE OBJECTION AGAINST MAYAVADA

For those who are totally immersed, as it were, in Dvaita-
satyatwabuddhi (innate belief that duality is Absolutely real) - it
is very difficult to trust that Prapaficha (the external gross world
of duality) is Vitatha (false), Mithya (unreal), Mayika (illusory)
- as propounded in the Karikas and the Bhashya. The logical
argument that - “If everything is Mithya, then what is said to
be Mithya also is rendered Mithya and thereby it amounts to
saying that everything is verily Satya alone” - is being always
forwarded by such rabid Dvaitins. God only knows why it dqes
not flash to their mind that - “If everything is accepted to be
Mithya, then the defect, that they point out, also is rendered to
be Mithya” - ? Further, somehow it has not been discerned by
them that the concepts - “Everything is Mithya” and “What
is called ‘Mithya’ is also Mithya” - are mot mutually opposed
ones.

There is yet another objection raised by Dvaitins against
Mayavada. That is strengthened and presented in recent times
by the late Dr. S. Radhakrishnan,  and it says : ‘“The opinion
that - everything is Mithya - runs in and through all Gaudapadas’
works like warp and woof. A logician bent upon refutation, for
the heck of it, may opine that - ‘But, the Sastra - which
propounds that a Mithya Jiva, in order to evade a Mithyabandhana
(talse bondage) which exists in a Mithya Praparicha (false world)
and to attain a Mithyaripa Paramapurushartha (the ultimate goal
of all human existence which is itself Mithya), is carrying on
Sadhana - itself (i.e. the Sastra) may be Mithya’.” This refutation
is not at all a new one. For this both Gaudapada and Sankara
have given an answer (1-18 - its Bhashya) - viz. “The concepts
like Sastra and Shishya etc. are assumed tentatively for the
purposes of spiritual instruction alone, but they are not at all
Paramartha.”

But Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, without taking into consideration
this answer, has formulated a ‘Siddhanta’ of his own and has,
in the process, expressed an alien opinion which renders the
Karika Bhashya Siddhanta itself topsy-turvy, so to speak :
“Between the theory which propounds that - ‘It is an inscrutable
secret as to how the Nirvikara Paramartha without changing Its
Svabhava appears in the form of the Jagat’ - and the theory that
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- ‘The entire universe is a mere mirage’, which refutes the
existence of the world, there is a great difference.” Neither the
Karikakara nor the Bhashyakara had believed that the sentence
- which smacks of timidity - to the effect - “It is an inscrutable
secret as to how the Paramartha appears in the form of the world
of duality” - is acceptable to Tattwa Sastra ; it is quite evident
that such an opinion suggestive of the person’s weak-mindedness
is of no utility whatsoever for the seekers of Paramapurushartha.
(a) It 1s 1n everyone’s experience that the waking world exists
in the waking only and not in the dream or in the deep
sleep ; (b) the truth that Atman exists in all the three Avasthas
as He is without undergoing any change or mutations whatsoever
is also Anubhavagamya (discernible by virtue of Intuition). Bar-
ring these two experiences, no other Padartha (entity) exists
whatsoever and hence the Jagat (world of duality) 1s Mithya, a
false appearance that appears in Atman ; those people who do
not have the Purnadrishti (the comprehensive, plenary view-
point of the Absolute Reality) are dealing with Atman Him-
self as the world of duality and not that Atman has got
transformed into the world form - this Siddhanta in consonance
with Intuitive Experience gets evolved. If this excellent, profound
Shroutatarka (a logical method enunciated in the Srutis them-
selves) 1s branded as ‘an inscrutable secret’ by those who cannot
digest and divine it, then genuine Vedantins may show some
compassion and a sense of pity towards their this lack of dis-
crimination ; what else can they do ?

Dr. Radhakrishnan has expressed a Virodhabhasa (a contra-
dictory negative feeling that one begets in his workaday trans-
actions if he follows the Mayavada), in the following manner :
“It is not possible at all for those who take part in the competi-
tive sport called ‘life’ to do so by believing that this sport is a
mere show or appearance, and the prizes or presents that we win
here are mere zeroes ; everyday saying that - ‘No object exists
really, there is no value whatsoever for anything’ - and keeping
those very objects with us, we have perforce to carry on our
daily transactions - this aspect is the prime defect that exists
in this theory.” To say that the whole universe in which we live
is a ‘competition’ and that we are engaged and engrossed in this
competitive sport with the objective of achieving prizes may be
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an acceptable statement to the people brought up in the Western
civilization which keeps its competitive transactions as its front-
line motto and which is predominantly guided by empirical sci-
ences. But it is not in keeping with our Indian culture and ethos
which are predominantly spiritual in their approach to life.

Although the Kamyakarmas (actions or rituals done to get
a desire fulfilled) which are stipulated in our scriptures are said
to yield fruits like heaven etc., even those are decried to be
Avarakarmas (low-grade, inferior acts), and then for the sake of
those discriminative people who aspire for Paramapurushartha
(the prime purport of human existence) Karma Yo6ga has been
instructed in the Bhagavadgita. If we merely remember this
profound teaching, the devil of a desire to acquire prizes in this
worldly sport will get bewitched, as it were, and vanish into thin
air. It is quite but natural that people full of desires slog for
prizes ; but that Sastra (authoritatve text) which encourages and
applauds such ambitious people cannot be given the honourable
name of a ‘Sastra’.

Further, if the Vedantic statement that - “The world of
duality is Mithya” - is interpreted as - “No object really exists ;
no object has any value whatsoever” - then it amounts to doing
a great injustice to this theory. For, when it is said that objects
are Mithya, the purport is not that the objects do not have any
value at all ; it means that they are all, in truth, Brahman (the
Absolute Reality) alone. The apparent values that we have con-
ceived when compared to the ‘value’ of the Transcendental Entity
are zeroes indeed. Those people who assert that - “It is impos-
sible for people, who have realized that everything is verily
Brahman, to carry out any worldly transaction” - will have to be
dubbed as those who have undertaken the task of not only
refuting or decrying Gaudapada’s Siddhanta but also the esoteric
teachings of Shri Krishna, the Gitacharya. To those who have

meticulously studied the Bhagavadgita verse - ‘wWgmiu wewgfa:’

(Gita 4-24) and Sankara’s Bhashya on it will be able to discern
the truth that we have expressed here. In the case of those people
who have thoroughly understood the Gitopadesha that - “Al-
though Jianis are performing all Karmas, in reality they are not
performing any Karma whatsoever” - the misconception that -
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“By virtue of the Jiianis’ empirical transactions, a prime defect
attaches itself to the current theory” - will also vanish.

Before concluding this topic we will examine yet another
sentence of Dr. S. Radhakrishnan' : “The world of duality may
be an inscrutable secret as well as an indescribable or indefinable
phenomenon. But by this the fact that - a distinct Reality, which
has subsumed within Itself this world as also which exceeds and
is beyond this world, necessarily exists - gets established ; but
the doctrine that the entire world of duality is a mere dream will
never evolve out of it.” We have already demonstrated the
shallowness of the statement that - “The world is an inscrutable
secret.” Neither Gaudapada nor Sankara has argued that the
world is a mere dream on the basis of the world being an
inscrutable secret. Both of them have established in the Vaitathya
Prakarana by virtue of logical devices in consonance with uni-
versal experiences that - “Between the dream and the waking, in
any manner .or aspect, there does not exist any difference or
distinction whatsoever.” Those who point out a defect or defi-
ciency in Gaudapada’s teaching should perforce show the defects
in his logical devices or arguments ; at least, they should show
as to which is that special feature that exists in the waking but
not in the dream. But without fulfilling this task if they merely
express that this theory cannot be accepted, it will fizzle out into
a mere statement but will not amount to a criticism or contra-
diction of the Siddhanta.

WITH REGARD TO THE DREAM THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE
OF OPINION BETWEEN GAUDAPADA AND SANKARA

On the strength of a statement by Shri Sarkaracharya in his
Brahmasiitra Bhashya (2-2-19) to the effect that “Between the
waking and the dream, there is Vaidharmya (difference in their
natures)” Dr. S. Radhakrishnan and some others have inferred
that there is a difference of opinion between Shri Sankara and
Shri Gaudapada. Shri Kokileshwara Shastri has even undertaken
the dubious task of showing that to Sankara the distinction
between the waking and the dream was acceptable, by distorting

1. The statements of Dr. S. Radhakrishnan that are mentioned
here are taken from his book - ‘‘Indian Philosophy’’.
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and misinterpreting certain Bhashya sentences in the Vaitathya
Prakarana.

But, if one examines from an unbiassed viewpoint it i1s not
possible at all to point out any difference of opinion between the
two traditional Acharyas. Further, nowhere in the Vaitathya
Prakarana Bhashya or anywhere else (i.e. in any other Prakarana
Bhashyas) Shri Sankara has expressed explicitly that Shri
Gaudapada’s opinion is not acceptable to him. In fact, in the
Stitra Bhashya Shri Sarikara has reverentially called Shri Gaudapada
“One who knows the Sampradaya (traditional methodology of
dissemination) of Vedantartha (the real purport of the scriptures)”
- (Sutra Bha. 1-4-14, 2-1-9). Hence it has perforce to be inter-
preted that in the Sutra Bhashya the statement to the effect that
there exists a difference between the waking and the dream is
made only from the Vyavaharadrishti (empirical viewpoint). His

own Bhashya statement - ‘3 aRf¥&fHE o ARAMEE 3G -
(Sutra Bha. 3-2-4) purporting to say that - ‘The waking, just like
the dream, is Mayika indeed’ - is in keeping with this interpre-
tation.

THE MANONIGRAHA THAT IS TAUGHT IN
ADVAITA PRAKARANA

In this regard many different opinions have arisen among
the present-day Vedantins. Hence it becomes a necessity to examine
a little as to what exactly the Karikakara and the Bhashyakara
have stated about this topic.

(1) “When (the practitioner) does not make any Sankalpa
(volition) by virtue of Atmasatyanubodha (the spiritual instruction
about the Ultimate Reality of the Self), then (his) mind attains
a state of ‘no-mind’.” - (Ka. 3-23).

(2) “One should cognize the innate nature of the mind
which is Nigraha (identification with it is given up) and Nirvikalpa
(which is not having or entertaining any concepts whatsoever).
The nature of the mind that exists in Sushupti (deep sleep) is
different ; for, therein the mind gets Laya (merged) ; but when
it 1s Nigraha it does not get merged.” - (Ka. 3-34, 35).

Some people have believed that the overall meaning of the
above Karikas is : If the mind is made Nigraha (not grasped or
supressed) the Samadhi (Yogic trance) that accrues has been
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explained here and the Milavidya that exists in Sushupti does not
exist in Samadhi. We have already demonstrated that the Mulavidya
vada 1s not known to the Karikakara or the Bhashyakara. The
tenet that - “In Sushupti too, just as in Samadhi, the Advaitatma
swaripa (the essential nature of non-dual Self) alone exists” - has’
been stridently proclaimed in the Karika Bhashya, the Gita Bhashya
and the Sutra- Bhashya (2-1-9, 3-2-7). Besides, since this is a
Jhana Prakarana (a chapter exclusively dedicated to Self-Knowl-
edge or Intuition) we have to perforce discern it to mean -
“Cognizing or Intuiting the Atmasatya (the Absolute Reality of
the Self) by means of Viveka (discrimination) and achieving
Chittanirodha (giving up identification with the mind Intuitively)
is itself called here by the name ‘Nigraha’. Therefore, just like
Dvaita (duality, manifoldness) appears to be real as usual when
one wakes up from deep sleep, Dvaita when it gets Badhita
(sublated, falsified) by means of Jiana (Self-Knowledge) it does
not at all appear to be real. This alone is the difference that is
pointed out here. We should reckon that the subtle distinction that
has been depicted between Prajia (the Self with the deep sleep
state as His adjunct) and Turiya (the Absolute Self without any
attribute or association) in the Agama Prakarana is Itself being
delineated here in a variant manner.

Now, let us examine the topic itself that is discussed in the
40th Karika of the Advaita Prakarana alone :

(3) “For all Yogis, Abhaya (fearlessness), Duhkha Kshaya
(complete riddance from misery), Jiana (Self-Knowledge, Intu-
ition), Akshaya Shanti (peace or quietude that never diminishes)

- all these are within the purview of the mind’s Nigraha.” - (Ka.
3-40).

What is the essential nature of Manonigraha that is taught
here ? This topic is worth deliberation. For, while explaining this
Nigraha in Karikas 3-42 to 46, an opinion to the effect that -
“If the four hurdles, viz. Laya, Vikshepa, Kashaya and Sukhaswada,
are surmounted the mind becomes Brahman (the Ultimate,
Absolute Reality)” - is found. Some people describe that it 1s
taught that - here in this context - “(a) Nirvikalpa Samadhi has
been taught ; (b) to one who has experienced that Samadhi and
has woken up, till the Prarabdha Karmas get emaciated a blemish
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called ‘Ajnana Lesha or Samskara’ (remnant of ignorance or its
latent impression) persists and (c) that after the fall of the mortal
coil when the vital force gets merged in Brahman the predomi-
nant Mukti (Liberation, Beatitude) called ‘Videha Kaivalya’ is
attained.”

But there is no support or substantiation whatsoever for this
dogmatic theory either in the Karikas or Karika Bhashyas or any
other remaining Bhashyas on Prasthanatraya texts. If we reckon
that in the sixth chapter of the Gita just as Dhyana Yoga has
been taught as an Antarangasadhana (internal spiritual practice)
for Jiana Yoga, here too that very Dhyana Yoga is being in-
structed by the name ‘Mandnigraha’ - then for Shri Sarnkara’s
opinions expressed in both contexts there will be a complete
agreement or reconciliation brought about. This Manonigraha
which is instructed for the sake of middle-grade practitioners is
not Upasana (meditation) which is Purushatantra (within the purview
of the wish or will of the practitioner) ; by examining through
Sukshmadrishti (subtle incisive viewpoint) - just as the evaluation
of the worth of a jewel is determined - similarly without dispers-
ing the mind by thinking of mundane objects, without allowing
it to get merged (into sleep) by getting fatigued by Atma Chintana
(contemplating upon the Self), without getting satisfied merely by
the Ananda (pleasure, mental happiness) born out of this deep
examination - to contemplate upon Atmaswartipa with all concen-
tration is itself called ‘Manonigraha’ as a spiritual practice. This
is also called ‘Nididhyasana.” Because Advaita Prakarana itself
has been commenced by decrying Upasana, it becomes estab-
lished that what is instructed here is Nididhyasana which is quite
different from Upasana. In calling this Nididhy4sana by the name
of ‘Upasana’ there is no defect at all ; for, even JAana (Self-
Knowledge, which is Intuitive and not intellectual or mental),
being called by the name of ‘Upasana’ is to be found in Srutis
and Smritis. But we should not neglect or negate the differ-
ence that exists between Upasana which is a spiritual practice
to attain Brahmasayujya (merger in Brahman) in Lokantara
(cther world after the fall of the mortal coil) and this Upasana
which is. said to be the cause for Atmasatyanubodha (the
spiritual instruction about the Self being the Ultimate Reality)
here and now in this very life. For that reason alone, while
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concluding the purport of Advaita Prakarana the Bhashyakara
has stated : “These Manonigraha etc., creation which is likened
to Mrllohadi (clay, iron etc.) and Upasana are said to be Upaya
(devices) to help cognize the Paramartha (the Absolute, Ultimate
Reality) and not Paramarthasatya (themselves the Absolute Real-
ity).”
THE REFUTATION OF DUALITY THAT IS TO BE FOUND IN
THE KARIKAS AND THE BHASHYA

Both Gaudapada and Sankara have refuted here and there
the doctrines of Vaisheshikas, Sankhyans, Buddhists, Jains,
Mimamsakas etc. We have to determine through cautious delib-
eration as to what is the benefit gained from this refutation. For,
just as for the Buddhist Shiinyavadins, Sankhyans, Vaisheshikas
etc. who have necessarily to refute the rival doctrines in order
to demonstrate that their own respective doctrine is correct - for
Advaitins, there is no such need at all of any refutation. For the
Dvaitins (dualists) since duality or manifoldness is real in the
absolute sense, even after establishing their Siddhantas (final
spiritual teachings) there remains the task for them to show or
prove the rival doctrines to be defective and unsustainable. But
from the standpoint of the Advaitins, since all duality is Maya
Kalpita (conceived due to illusion) from this Kalpitadvaita (imag-
ined or misconceived duality) there is no harm or danger what-
soever caused for Advaita (3-17, 18) ; therefore, by virtue of
establishing Advaita it amounts to refuting Dvaita. Even so,
Dvaita has been separately refuted, the reasons being : (a) Since
Dvaita Siddhantas are mutually contradictory, Dvaitabuddhi (the
sense of duality being real) becomes, in its wake, the cause for
Ragadwesha (likes and dislikes) - (3-17 - its Bhashya) ; (b) since
Advaita is the substrate for all imaginations or concepts, it is
always Shivaswarilpa (of the essential nature of auspiciousness of
the Lord Almighty) - (2-33 - its Bhashya) - thus to indicate to
the Mumukshus (seekers of Liberation here and now) this has
been done ; (c¢) since the Dvaitins have followed the wrong or
erroneous viewpoint opposed to the Vedic teachings, in order to
indicate that if their philosophies are examined in the proper
deliberative method - tuey are cleaiiy rendered as illogical .nd
untenable - (3-13 - its Bhashya). This opinion has been signified
repeatedly by the Bhiashyakara in the following sentences :
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famadia wfteddermdat: d=fafa: s@mme g w9, 9:
TR Wogwfaet: afwasrer: gafmma:’ - (2-35 - its

Bhashya) - meaning : “Only to Sannyasins who do not have any
defects and who are totally dedicated and devoted to Vedantartha
(the Reality that is expounded in the Upanishadic lore) it is
possible for seeing (i.e. cognizing, Intuiting) this Atman (inner-
most Self) and not to Tarkikas (logicians) and others whose
minds have been disturbed and distracted by (defects like) Raga
(attachment, affinity) etc. and who have presumed only those
philosophies which they like and want - this is the purport.”

The refutation or decrying of Upasanas which are stipulated
in the Sastras themselves is for the ultimate purport of indicating
the greatness or profundity of Ajativada and not with the inten-
tion of showing that those Sadhanas are useless in all respects.
For that reason alone, both the Karikakara and the Bhashyakara
have expressed that for low and middle-grade practitioners the
Sruti, out of compassion, as it were, stipulate Karmas and Upasanas
(3-16) ; for Shrotriyas (those who listen to the discourses on
Srutis) with gross intellect Srishti (creation) has been accepted so
as to be quite helpful and convenient for their Sadhanas like
Karma etc. (4-42). Seen from this viewpoint, the common
Siddhanta of both the Karikakara and the Bhashyakara is verily
- “Dvaita 1s Vyavaharikasatya (real from the empirical viewpoint)
and Advaita is Paramarthasatya (Absolutely Real).”

This preface has already been a long-drawn one but was felt
to be neccessary to root out certain deep-seated misconceptions
on the part of preachers and practitioners alike. It need not be
gainsaid that in a big treatise of this magnitude many topics,
statements, expressions or phrases are repeated ad nauseam irri-
tatingly, disconcertingly ; but the subject being highly subtle and
esoteric, repetition of certain technical Vedantic words so as to
suit different contexts is more a virtue that a vice. In this regard
I crave the indulgence of the readers and request them to bear
with me. But before concluding it I have to express my heart-
felt gratitude to Sri Swami Bhiimananda Tirtha, who readily
agreed to write a foreword to this magnum opus at short notice
and his observation about the book are truly in the nature of a
morale-booster to me. I would be failing in my obligatory duty
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if I do not record here my sincere thanks to the Trustees of
Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Holenarsipur and M/s. L. M.
Graphics for all the help rendered by them. If even a few seekers
and students benefit by this gem of a text my efferts will be
considered to be fruitful.

Holenarsipur D.B. Gangolli
12.11.97 Translator



THE ESSENTIAL GAUDAPADA

WHO IS SHRI GAUDAPADACHARYA ?

Till today no one knows historically as to who was this Shri
Gaudapadacharya. However, Advaitins while remembering the
traditional teachers (Guru Parampara) recite a verse in which it
is said that Shri Suka had a disciple by name ‘Gaudapada’.
However, Wallaser, a foreign Indologist, has opined that, that
name is conceived in keeping with a general traditional conven-
tion in the northern parts of the country and that there was no
individual by that name. On the strength of two epithets of
‘Gauda’ and ‘Dravida’ used for Shri Gaudapada and Shri Sankara,
respectively, by Shri Sureshwaracharya, a known direct disciple
of the latter in his work, ‘Naishkarmyasiddhi’, we have to imag-
ine or infer that Shri Gaudapada was a famous Vedantin in the
region called “Gaudadesha”. Dr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has
imagined that ‘Gauda’ was his name and ‘Pada’ was an honorific
given to him out of veneration. Even in the several ‘Sarkara
Vijayas’ now in vogue there is no help coming forth with regard
to this name. On the whole, this riddle is not yet solved.

NAME OF THIS PRAKARANA

It is said that in some hand-written old manuscripts pertain-
ing to this first Prakarana it is called ‘Agama Shastra’ and the
commentary on it, ‘Agama Shastra Vivarana’ (AS. p.231, 234,
236, 244). Although this name of ‘Agama Shastra’ is not in
vogue among the Advaitins, Anandagiri, one of the Tikakara

(critical commentator), has mentioned a verse : “G%fq YGIIETHLISH-
WHYd S T SMHYRATTEATTE Wogea safeqar womfa’ (Mandikya
Bhashya Pushpika 223), it can be surmised that during this

commentator’s time this name also was in usage. In these days,

it has become a convention to call this text by the popular name
of ‘Shri Gaudapada Karikas.’

OTHER WORKS BY SHRI GAUDAPADA

Some people opine that the Bhashya or commentary on
‘Sankhya Karikas, Uttaragita and a couple of other works have
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been written by this Acharya, but there is no satisfactory evi-
dence to affirm that he is the author since there is a great
difference between the style of exposition of the Karikas and the
style evident in these works. Hence, it has to be concluded
inevitably that the author of these treatises is not Shri Gauda-
padacharya.

IS MANDUKYA UPANISHAD TOO A POURUSHEYA GRANTHA

(SCRIPTURE TEXT WRITTEN BY A HUMAN BEING)
LIKE AGAMA PRAKARANA

Although the followers of the traditional method of teaching
(Sampradayikas) firmly believe that ‘Mandukya’ is an ‘Upanishad’,
some modern research scholars, who have a pronounced procliv-
ity of determining the historical backround by means of inferen-
tial and logical deductions alone, have imagined that this is a
work of Luman origin alone. Deussen, a Western scholar on
Indology, has opined on the Strength of the Bhashya excerpt by
Shri Sankaracharya - “SFITAYRETETAMS WRURgEaY ‘Siftacerfits’
JEQ” - that the phrase - ‘Sfa@a<ER’Y’ - belongs to the main text
of the four Prakaranas written by the author, Shri Gauda
padacharya.

To substantiate further this above contention of his, Deussen
has taken recourse to the argument that Shri Sankaracharya has
not exemplified Mandikya as a Sruti (Upanishad) anywhere in
his Bhashyas. But as against this argument, neither Shri Sarkara
has mentioned this part of the Upanishad as a work by Shri
Gaudapada nor the other Vedantins belonging to his Sampradaya
(tradition) as well as any other acknowledged commentator hav-
ing opined like that is to be seen anywhere in the whole gamut
of Sanskrit literature. Therefore, this influence is to be considered
as belonging to the realm of wild imaginations alone.

Late Dr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has written in his
“Agama Shastra” which he has published in both English (1943)
and Sanskrit (1950) languages, that the Karikas are together the
original or first text compiled and that some one has composed,
on the strength of some ancient Upanishads, the ‘Mandukyo-
panishad’ which has become famous in present times as a
scriptural text. Further, he has opined that in this Upanishadic
portion attempts to systematize the various topics and aspects in
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both the Karikas and the Upanishads, to amend as also add new
topics for the purposes of elucidation are to be seen. To show
that this opinion too is a figment of sheer imagination it 1s
sufficient if we understand the meaning of the Verse by Shri
Sureshwaracharya in his Brihadaranyaka Vartika (a sub-commen-
tary on his preceptor Shri Sankaracharya’s Bhashya on that
Upanishad), viz. “Tsis<ai= dify: b av@m@t | aogkagiEy s

weagga” (Bri. Va. 3-8-6, p. 1294), in which he has named
‘Mandukya as an ‘Upanishad’ in very clear unantriguous terms,
Not only that ; Dr. Bhattacharya has not shown or exemplified
any authoritative and convincing statement to prove his conten-
tion that Mandukya is a recent work. This defect in his theory
the readers should discern.

IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AGAMA
PRAKARANA AND THE UPANISHAD

Dr. Bhattacharya has given two main reasons to substantiate
his theory and they are : (1) If Agama Prakarana is the Com-
mentary on the MandukyoOpanishad, then what was propounded in
the prose portion should have been explained in the Karikas
without exaggeration. But that is not so. (2) It can be discerned
that the Karikas existing originally, the Upanishadic part has been
interpolated later only after comparing the prose and poetry
portions.

Without giving into these comsiderations which are purely
of academic interest and more an exercise in futility, we should
not forget a general counter-argument which can be raised in this
regard. First and foremost, the Karikas are not a commentary,
word by word (Anavayakrama) on the Mandukyopanishad giving
the meaning of each and every word and then determiining the
purport of the whole sentence. If it were so, Shri Sankaracharya
would not have written his Bhashyas on the Upanishadic Mantras
or verses. Without understanding this important aspect,
Dr. Bhattacharya has allowed his wild imagination to formulate
puerile objections like : ‘Why has not the Kankakara explained
this word ?° ; ‘Why is this word different in the original text and
its commentary ?’ etc. It is not that his objections cannot at all
be answered satisfactorily but they are not so important and valid
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to be gone into full detail here in this text. We will leave that
vain task to academicians.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE UPANISHAD
AND THE AGAMA PRAKARANA

Any needless controversy raised by modemn research schol-
ars or academicians who surmise or contend that Mandukya is
a text compiled by an individual in recent times and for the
Karikas the main authoritative source is Brihadaranyaka Upanishad
alone is without any valid evidence worth serious consideration
by the true seekers. Suffice it to say that from time immemorial
the traditional teachers have taken Mandukya as one of the
principal ten Upanishads selected by Shri Sankara for writing his
famous time-honoured Bhashyas. It can be unquivocally asserted
that Mandiukya Upanishad has itself served as the original source
for Shni Gaudapada to compile his famous Karikas ; besides, in
order to prove that his explanatory commentaries in the form of
Karikas are fully in consonance with all Vedantas (Upanishads)
beyond any shadow of doubt or ambiguity the Acharya has in
various contexts quoted and exemplified excerpts from Taittiriya
and Brihadaranyaka Upanishads in support of his conclusions and
teachings.

DELIBERATION ABOUT OMKARA IN THE KARIKAS

Dr. Bhattacharya has imagined further that : “Only after
completing the deliberation on Atman’s ‘Padas’ like Vishwa,
Taijasa and Prajfia in the Karikas (in the 19th Karika, to be
exact), a comparison has been drawn between Vishwa, Taijasa,
Prajiia (the three Padas) and Akara, Ukara, Makara (the three
Matras). But in the Upanishad (Mandiikya) at the outset itself the
description of Omkara has been started. The subject-matter which
is the object of a device (Upeya) in the Karnka is itself, men-
tioned first and then alone Omkara which is the device has been
taken up for deliberation and this is quite reasonable ; the author
of the prose text, having been influenced by the Chhandogya,
Taittiriya and other Upanishads, has elevated Omkara to a higher
status ; because in the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad there is no
Omkara Upasana (meditation on Omkara) Shri Gaudapada, the
author of ‘Agama Shastra’ (meaning, the Karikas in toto), has not
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given the pride of place to Omkara and has himself added that
at the end of the first Prakarana (Chapter).”

It need not be gainsaid that all these are wild conjectures
akin to an attempt to draw a picture in empty space alone. We
have emphasized above the fact that Mandukya Upanishad alone
is the original source for the Karikas and that in order to bring
home the purport or the precepts taught in that Upanishad alone
Shri Gaudapada has independently written the four Prakaranas.
We have already explained that with the introductory remark -

‘33 vel waf<’ - ‘Here in this context, these Slokas (verses or
Karikas) explain this topic” - Shri Gaudapada has written the
Slokas of the ‘Agama Prakarana’ so as to agree with the different
topics mentioned in the Upanishad as also that there is a very
innate coherence between the Upanishad and this first Prakarana
in so far as deliberation on certain topics is concemed. In the
Karikas the reason for the deliberation on Omkdra being given
at the end is not the absence of Omkara Upasana in the
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad. Not only that, therein it is eulogised
that Omkara is the cause for the whole of the Vedas.

In the Mandikyopanishad Omkaropasana (meditation on
Omkara) has not been elaborated upon predominantly indeed ;
similarly, in the Karikas too Omkaropasana has not been ex-
pounded. Here in the Karikas Omkara means not merely a word
or sound alone ; it is verily the Paramartha (the Absolute,
Ultimate Reality) beyond the name (Abhidhana), the named
(Abhidheya) as also all mundane transactions (Vyavahara).
* Take details from M. Up. Manjar. '

In truth, the first. Prakarana (Chapter) among the four
Prakaranas written by Shri Gaudapada going by the name of
‘Agama Prakarana’ has the exclusive purport of determining the
essential nature of this Omkara. In the Upanishad for this purpose
of determining the subtle meaning of Omkara alone, at the
beginning itself Omkara has been taught and then after having
expounded that Omkara is nothing but all-Comprehensive and all-
pervasive Brahmatma Tattwa (the Absolute Reality of Brahman
or Atman), that very Atman (Self) alone is taught to be Omkara
from the predominant view point of the name and further it is
explained that in this context there is no difference whatsoever
between the three Padas (quarters) and the three Matras (alpha-
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bets). In order to elucidate this secret alone in the Karikas first
the Atma Tattwa or the Ultimate Reality of the Self is determined
to be the ‘Turiya’ (the fourth) and then only the deliberation on
Omkara is begun. One can discern beyond any shadow of doubt
or ambiguity the essential nature of Omkara in consonance with
the Karika teaching from the commentaries on 1-26 to 29.
Here in this context, Bhashyakara Shri Sankara has com-
mented that in an indirect manner (Avantara Tatparya) for the
sake of middle and low grade Adhikaris (seekers) Omkara Upasana
has been mentioned. The relevant Bhashya excerpt is to be found

in the commentary on the 12th Mantra as follows : “W<wernfuai
q ¥ : P e . - -
JUEGIRIIF: PN wemfaead AR~HIMata” - Meaning : Hence we
have also commented on this Karika in the same manner. For that

reason herein it should be understood that there is no contradic-
tion at all.

THE QUINTESSENCE OF AGAMA PRAKARANA

There are many more topics, which are to be examined and
deliberated upon, and which pertain to the methodology of teach-
ing adopted in the Karikas. They will be taken up while explain-
ing the purports of the next Prakaranas and their respective
introductions according to the contexts and relevance. At present
for the sake of the seekers (Jijiiasus) remembering the essence of
the teachings of the Agama Prakarana we will briefly mention
them : (1) Here in this Prakarana in order to enable us to cognize
or Intuit the Ultimate Reality of Atman (Self) as It is the
determination of the essence of Omkira has been carried out in
the main. Hence one should not take Omkara to be merely a
word or sound ; Omkara is, in truth, the Absolute, Ultimate
Reality (Paramartha Tattwa) which is perennially devoid of the
three Avasthas or states of consciousness ; which is neither a
name (Abhidana) nor the named (Abhideya) and which is devoid
of the divisions or distinctions of the Known (Grahya) or the
Knower (Grahaka). This Reality has been called ‘the fourth
quarter’ (Turiya Pada) which It is being described through the
quarters (Pada Vivarana) and alphabet-less Omkira (Amatra
Omkara) while It is being described through the alphabets ‘A’,
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‘U’, ‘M’. Both in the seventh and the twelfth Mantras of the
Mandukya Upanishad and in the ‘Turiya Karikas’ and the ‘Pranava
Karikas’ (which names we have added to these respective Karikas)
this Omkara alone is taught.

@) Agama really means - By adopting the traditional
(Sampradayic) methodology of Superimposition and Rescission
(Adhyaropa Apavada Nyaya) - to wit, although they are not real
in the Ultimate analysis (i.e. from the standpoint of the Pure
Consciousness of the Witnessing Self) the three states of Con-
sciousness, viz. the waking, the dream and the deep sleep, which
appear to be every one’s experiences in the workaday transac-
tions are conceived as if they are really the characteristics or the
qualities (Dharmas) of Atman in the forms of three Padas and
three Matras, and thereby the seeker is made to realize (Intuit)
that that Atman (Self) exists and thereafter once he is able to
Intuit the Absolute Reality of his own innate Atman or Self in
order to dissuade him from really taking the Padas and the
Matras to be the characteristics or qualities of his Atman the
Shastra (Upanishad) now rescinds or falsifies them. Thus in a
very Intuitive, comprehensive but subtle manner both the
Upanishads and the preceptor (Guru) well-versed in the Shastraic
and Sampradayic method of teaching the Transcendental Reality
of Atman (Brahman) is taught in its very essence as It is and
the genuine seeker comes to Intuit It.

In order to bring home this Chaturtha (the fourth, which is
nothing but the Ultimate Reality or Paramartha) Tattwa, in the
Mantra :- “Wysaqeni wid faemgd wgd W= @ AN - Meaning,
“(Those who Know the Ultimate Reality - who have realized the
Self in His essential nature) call this non-dual (Advaita), who is
devoid of this world of the forms of the states and the ownership
of those states, devoid of the name (Abhidana) and the named
(Abhideya) explained above, who is unto Himself peaceful (nay,
verily an embodiment of peace or quiescence) and of the very
essence of Bliss (Paramananda Swariipa) alone - ‘the fourth’ ;
That Reality Itself is Atman”. In the Upanishad it has been

enunciated that : “FHETEgUisHaT™: YsAgIM: fiEl g EHIGR
3" - Meaning : “Omkara which is devoid of the Matras, the
fourth and beyond the reach of Vyavahara or mundane workaday
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dealings, is, in truth, Advaita or non-dual (having nothing else as
second to It) indeed, devoid of the world (of duality) of the
names of the alphabets and their respective forms, which is
auspicious and propitious ; thus Omkara is nothing but Atman
alone.” This teaching alone is established and elucidated in the
Turiya Karikas as well as in the Pranava Karikas found in the
first Agama Prakarana - Atman is devoid of the Prapaficha (world
of duality) of the three Avasthas, meaning He is devoid of
Avidya (ignorance) of the dual forms of Agrahana (non-compre-
hension or ignorance) and Anyathagrahana (misconception)
(1-15). Omkaratman is devoid of the world of duality of names
(Abhidhana Prapaficharahitaha), meaning Atman alone of the very
essence of Absolute Bliss (Paramananda Swariipa), devoid of all
kinds of divisions.” In the Chhandogya Upanishad the Upadesha

or spiritual teaching expounded in the statement. “Uaeeafie &

T | AT aHi9” meaning, “This alone is the essential nature

of all this world of duality, This alone is the Reality (Satyam),
This alone is Atman ; That thou art” - is nothing but this
teaching alone.

The statement to the effect that - “Prajha is the cause for
the birth, sustenance and dissolution of the world of duality”,
thereby superimposing causation, sustenance & dissolution of the
world of duality on Atman is done only from the viewpoint of
Avidya alone, and in order to drive home this truth Shri

Gaudapadacharya has written a Karika as follows : “sifeamEan
Tl 991 e: YgEd | SOHRHEEEd 95 @t 117 - meaning : “Jiva
is asleep owing to eternal Maya (illusion), seeing a dream ; when
he wakes up to Jiana or Self-Knowledge (Intuitive experience)
attained with the aid of the teaching by the Shastra or Upanishadic
lore and the Acharya (preceptor well-versed in the traditional
methodology of teaching), then he cognizes the Ultimate truth
that this Atman or Self is Aja (devoid of the Avidya Nidra ot
sleep called Avidya or ignorance) which, in turn, is the non-
comprehension of the Absolute Reality), is Advaita (one in whom
there does never exist any kind of world of duality).” Here in
this Karika the difference between the viewpoints with regard to
the Ultimate Reality of Brahmatman of the Jhanis (Realized
souls) and the AjAanis (common people ignorant of their very
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essence of Being as the Self, Atman) in a very clear manner.
This very meaning is conveyed in certain other words in the

Bhagavadgita verse : “a1 franm wda@™” (G. 2-69). How to Intuit
this Absolute, Ultimate Reality of the Self has been propounded

in the Mandiikya Upanishad in the following words : “Hfesrear-

TASSEM 4 Wd 98" - meaning, “He who Intuits or cognizes

(Atman) will enter or merge into, (become one with) Atman in
the form of Atman” ; in the Agama Prakarana this teaching has

been condensed in the words : ‘3Rl fafkd ¥ | g w=:7,

meaning : “He who has Intuited Omkara alone is a Muni, the
rest are not Munis. To wit, he who Intuits his own Self (Atman)
who is devoid of the world of duality (Prapaficharahita), birthless
(Aja), non-dual (Advitiya) as He is in essence culminating in
Intuitive experience (Anubhava), - he alone is a Muni, meaning
he is a holy man (Mahatma) who has attained that non-dual
silence (Mouna) of the very essence of Intuitive experience
(Anubhava) which is beyond the reach of speech and mind,
in truth, which is speech of the speech and mind of the
mind. .
The really qualified people for Intuiting the essential nature
of Reality of Omkara, propounded here, are only those aspirants
(Jijiasus) who have acquired extreme renunciation (Vairagya
Sampannaha). Those Sannyasins (recluses) with middle-class
qualifications are fit for contemplating upon the identity between
the Padas and Matras of Omkara as Upasana (meditation), while
those Sannyasins belonging to a lower grade are fit for the
Pratikopasana (meditation on the symbol) of Omkara. Although
it can be ascertained from authoritative sources like epics and
mythological texts that those Mumukshus or aspirants for Libera-
tion who have not acquired the above-mentioned qualifications -
also can by remembering divine names like Rama, Krishna etc.
achieve purification of the mind or Chittashuddhi and thereafter
according to each one’s capacity attempt to deliberate upon the
Ultimate Reality (Tattwa Vichara), this fact has not been stated
here.

In retrospect, thus in the Agama Prakarana the quintessence
of the Upanishad has been briefly mentioned. To elaborate upon
this teaching on the strength of Shastra and Yukti and bring
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home the subtle teaching alone is the main goal of the next three
Prakaranas.

(Taken from the Introduction to the other three Prakaranas) -
[Facts about the Four Prakaranas compiled by Gaudapada].

It is not possible to reckon from Shri Sankara’s Bhashyas
that the complete treatise comprising the four Prakaranas authored
by Shri Gaudapada by way of a commentary on Mandukyopanishad
bore one comprehensive name or title. In fact, Shri Sarkara has
called the treatise ‘Prakaranachatushtaya’ alone. But the commen-
tator on Shri Sankara’s Bhashya by name ‘Anandagiri’, while
explaining an invocatory verse by Shri Gaudapada, has stated :
“Fufd TSR Yd S T STHYIREATEAT T YoIge Safeddr
Womfa” - meaning :- “He (Shri Sarkara) salutes his grand-precep-
tor (Shri Gaudapada) who was the expounder (Pranetru) of Agama
Shastra after stating the benefit of his commentary (Bhashya)” -
(Mandukya Bhashya p. 223). The topic as to who this anandagiri
also has become controversial. For, it has become conventional
or traditional to call many famous sub commentaries (Vyakhyanas)
or Upanishad Bhashyas to be those of Anandagiri alone. If the
opinions expressed in those commentaries are compared, we get
sufficient evidence to conclude that this person by name Anandagiri
is not one but many. Let it be anything. We can reasonably
believe that during the times of the commentator Anandagiri who
wrote his sub-commentary on Mandukya Bhashya the Karika
Grantha (by Shri Gaudapada) was having the name of ‘Agama
Shastra.”

Agama means a Pramana (valid means of Knowledge) of
the nature of spiritual instruction which is other than the Pramanas
like Pratyaksha (percepts), Anumana (inference) etc. but which is
Sampradayic (traditionally handed down from the teacher to the
taught). Hence the purport implicit in this name of Agama i$ the
fact that Shri Gaudapada has written this Prakarana Chatushtaya
comprising many Karikas (verses) keeping in mind the Upanishadic
teachings alone in a predeminant sense. The fact that the treatise
is fit to be called ‘Agama Shastra’ can be justifiably substantiated
only by means of an Intuitive deliberation on the subject-matter
of the Prakaranas.
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For instance : In the first ‘Agama Prakarana’ the Upanishadic
instructions alone are propounded predominantly. Although
herein Yukti (logical devices) are utilised to some extent, they
are all Gouna (of secondary importance). But though (compara-
tively speaking) in the next three Prakaranas Yukti alone i1s given
all the predominance, the Upanishads and their teachings have
been invariably given their pride of place as the canonical,
authoritative sources. The Upanishadic discription of Atman as :
“FauE T e N9EE: T WEEE W9 WMWY meaning : “Atman,
as He is in the dream state, is not internally conscious
(Antahprajfiam) ; as in the waking state, He is not externally
conscious (Bahishprajfiam) ; ......... as in the deep sleep state, He
is not without Consciousness (Aprajiam) - is taken as an authori-
tative source ; further discerning the Upanishadic description of
the dream, Atman, just like the waking Atman, in similar words
like ‘Saptanga’ or one endowed with seven limbs and
‘Ekonavimshati mukhaha’ or one having nineteen openings or
doorways, Shri Gaudapada has called both waking and dream
states as dream alone ; and finally with a view to describing
Atman who exists (pervades) in all the three states is in truth
without any taint or obligatory relation whatsoever with any of
the three states Shri Gaudapada has depicted ‘Turiya’ (the fourth
one when compared to the three states meaning the witnessing
Pure Consciousness alone) with such characteristic features as
Ajam (birthless), Anidram (devoid of deep sleep), Asvapnam
(devoid of dream), Advaitam (non-dual) in these three Prakaranas.

If the fact that the special features of ‘¥vmfgwE=y’ (G.K. 1-16,

3-36, 4-81) are mentioned in Agama Prakarana, Advaita Prakarana
and Alatashanti Prakarana is remembered, then we can get con-
vinced that this treatise (by Shri Gaudapada) is not only the
‘Agama Shastra’ which expounds the real purport of the
Upanishads, but also a Shastra which depicts the ‘Sampradayic
Siddhanta’ or the traditional methodology of teaching the Ulti-
mate Reality as handed down from time immemorial from the
Guru to the Shishya indeed. Especially the word °‘Advaita’ (non-
dualism) is to be found in all the four Prakaranas.

SHRI GAUDAPADA’S SAMPRADAYA

Treatises on Advaita written prior to the times of Shri
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Gaudapada are not available now. His treatises bristle with the
technical terms used in Buddhism texts as well as their logical
devices (Yuktis). Therefore, some research scholars devoted to
finding out the textual teachings of Buddhistic treatises and Shri
Gaudapada’s works have imagined that for Advaita Philosophy
Buddhism itself is the source. In his book - “History of Indian
Philosophy”, Shri Dasgupta has not only surmised that Shri
Gaudapada has borrowed ideas from Buddhistic treatises, but also
has gone so far as to allege that Shri Gaudapada was himself a
Buddhist ! Shri Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, another renowned
Indian writer (philosopher) has propounded that in view of the
similarity of the technical words used by him and the Buddhistic
texts, Shri Gaudapada has championed the Vijianavada (of the
Buddhists) alone.” But these contentions are rendered untenable
if we observe the fact that Shri Gaudapada has himself expressed
the opinion that his tenets are supported by those of ancient
(traditional) teachers and this purpose alone he has specified in
the Vaitathya Prakarana by statements like “Vedanteshu Vichaksha-
naihi” (2-31) ; “Munibhirvedaparagaihi (2-35). In several Sankara
Bhashyas too (viz. Gita Bhashya 13-22, 13-13, 18-50 ; Briha-
daranyaka Bhashya 2-120 ...) at many places reverential refer-
ences to amount preceptors well-versed in the Sampradayic
methodology of teaching have been made ; in the Sutra Bhashya
(1-1-17, 3-2-21) the teachings of Nirvishesha Brahmavadins (theory
of the ultimate Reality of Brahman being deviod of any special
features whatsoever) are taken up for discussion and adopted.
Because (a) general tenet of Advaita (non-dualism) by various
preceptors are referred to and refuted and (b) the Nishprapaficha
Brahmavada or theory of Brahman being devoid of any world of
duality 1s examined and expounded to be Sampradayic in several
statements found here and there in the Bhashyas - it becomes
evident that Shri Gaudapada never formulated afresh (or in-
vented) the Ajadvayatmavada or the theory of Atman as the
ultimate Reality being birthless and non-dual. Besides, from the
sub-commentaries on G.K. Bh. 2-32, Bri. Bh. 2-1-20 by
Anandajfiama and from the commentary on ‘Samkshepa Sharira’
by Madhusudana Saraswati it is established that ancient precep-
tors like Brahmanandi, Dravidacharya erc, were belonging to this
school of Advaita philosophy or Sampradaya. Therefore, because
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of all these evidences it can be inferred that Shri Gaudapada’s
Sampradaya co-existed with other contemporary Advaita schools
for a long period of time.

GAUDAPADA'’S SIDDHANTA Vs BUDDHISTIC VIINANAVADA

The basic source for Buddhistic Siddhanta is Anatmavada.
But whether in the ancient or Buddhistic works (a) neither the
Intuitive deliberation on Atman who is of the nature of Netinetyatma
(not this, not that) as described in the Brihadaranyaka and
Shwetashwatara Upanishads Sarvabhiitastha (who is pervading all
things and phenomena) and ‘Sakshichaitanya’ (witnessing Pure
Consciousness) - (b) nor the Intuitive deliteration on the
‘Avasthatraya Sakshi’ (the Witnessing Consiousness of the three
states of Consciousness) as described in the Mandukya, Chandogya
and Brihadaranyaka Upanishads have been examined in the least ;
it being so, how and on what grounds at all can it be sustained
to argue that the ultimate Reality of Atman which Shri Gaudapada
has propounded (quite in consonance with the Upanishadic and
his own traditional school’s time-tested spiritual teachings) as
‘Ajanidraswapna has evolved out of either Buddhistic Vijfianavada
or Yogacharavada ?

We will be be constrained to conclude that those who argue
and allege that there is similarity between Vijianavada and Shni
Gaudapadacharya’s Vada have not taken into their reckoning the
contrary or disparity between these two theories. For the benefit
of our readers, we will mention here under some verses of
Buddhistic teachings and try to depict the striking disparity be-
tween the purport impicit in them and the opinions of Shri
Gaudapada : |

() vmuRwenst gd a3 = faea |
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This verse is taken from Maitreyanatha’s ‘Madhyanta
Vibhaga’. The commentator of this text has stated : (non-existent
or false decision) necessarily exists. Just as in the Rajju or rope
there does not exist Sarpaswabhava or snake nature whatsoever,
but the rope exists in the Rajjuswabhava or rope nature alone
similarly the Vijiiana called Abhuita Parikalpa invariably exists ;
but in & the categories or concepts of Vishayi or subject and
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Vishaya or object especially do not exist ; even in the
Vishayavishayibhava Shunyatwa or void in which both concepts
of subject and object do not exist there exists Vijiiana or intel-

lectual Consciousness or awareness ?
In the Mandukya Karika, Shri Gaudapada has written :

Aqafafamsis g5 o 7 e )
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Its Purport : Neither the Jivas nor the Chitta (mind) are
form ; tosay that they exist is mere Mithyabhinivesha (deluded
staunch belief). The Vijfianavadins purport is first to demonstrate
that Vijnana (intellectual awareness) alone exists and the repute
the doctrine of the Shunyavadins that everything is Nishswabhava

(of the nature of essencelessness). Shri Gaudapada in 4-28 : @&

W fa<d faaged < srad’ has opined that neither the Chitta or mind

nor the Jivas exist apart from Brahman which is Akhandachaitanya
or immutable, importible pure consciousness, can these disparate
teachings be reckoned as one and the same ? The mind alone
exists inside (internally) ; that alone appears as the external
objects - this is the opinion of the Buddhistic Vijfianavadin ;

Dijnaga has written in his treatise called - “Alambana
Pariksha” ;

Forewi e N
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- in very clear terms. This opinion is refused in the Sttra
Bhashya. But Gaudapadacharya has stated in his Karika 4-67 :

3 TG A i aeifa <Sre |
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He not only states that both the mind and its perceived
object are mutually dependent but also that both the waking and
the dream are states of the same kind as also shown that both
are Mithya or false ; further he has established that for both these
states of consciousness Atman alone is the substratum. All these
facts have been affirmed in the Vaitathya Prakarana.

Vasubandhu, a Yogachara Vijiianavadin, has stated that -
“The empirical or waking consciousness (Pratyaksha Buddhi)
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might have been like the perceptible knowledge accruing in the
dream. When a person becomes conscious in the manner -
‘I have perceived such and such a thing’ - actually there is no
Pratyaksha or Perceptible object ; Where the external objects too
are Kshanika or ephemeral, momentary, then where is the ques-
tion of any perception ? such a dogmatic theory or concept is
not to be found anywhere in Gaudapada Karikas. In Vasubandhu’s
opinion people are experiencing a long dream ; in the trance
(Samadhi) called “Lokottarajfiana” people come to cognize that
there exists ‘Vijnapti’ or consciousness alone. But Gaudapada’s
opinion 1s “Both waking and dream are states of consciousness
of the same kind ; Loukika (waking), Shuddha Loukika (dream)
these are not knowledge (Jfianas) of different levels each from
the other. Although deep sleep or Sushupti is a state of ‘Lokottara’
(a state in which there is no Vyavahara or transaction whatso-
ever) if the waking consiousness to the effect - “All the three
states of consciousness are Mayika or magical, illusory” - is
attained by one then he cognizes (Intuits) that Advaitatman or
non-dual Self who is Aja or unborn, Anidra or devoid of sleep
and Aswapna or devoid of dream.
While commenting on Gaudapada Karaka 1-16 :

FATCATEAT F<i IS e WL |
FETEEHEd I3 aaT I

- Shri Sankara has explained in this manner, Between
Mandnigraha (3-40) that Shri Sankara (and Gaudapada) has
mentioned and the Lokottarajfiana of Vijiianavadins there does
not exist any relationship or similarity whatsoever, and this fact
1s very clear indeed.

It also becomes quite evident here from the comparative
analysis or deliberation carried out by us so far that : “There
does not exist any relationship whatsoever between Vijfianavada
and the Vedantic teaching that - The non-dual pure consciousness
(Advaita Chinmatra) which is Ajanidraswapna or devoid of birth,
sleep and dream alone is satya or real”.

ALATASHANTI CHAPTER AND SHUNYAVADA (NIHILISM)

In the fourth and last chapter called ‘Alatashanti’ Shn
Gaudapada, folloging or adopting Avitanyaya also called Vyatireka-
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nyaya or aphorism based on dialectic distinction or exclusion, has
shown that his own (traditional school of) Advaita Philosophy is
fully or undoubtedly established by the numerous aim dialectic
squabbles, qrangling between protagonists of Sankya and
Vaisheshika schools, on the one hand, and between the
Balyastitvavadins or realists and Vijianavadins or Idealists, on
the other. Further, following the same Advaita Siddhanta Shri
Gaudapada has refuted the dogmatic theory propounded by some
among the Vedantins, Viz. Bandha or Bondage and Moksha or
Release, Liberation are Paramartha or Absolutely real. As we
have previously stated, in two Prakarana or chapter too he has
unequivocally demonstrated by once again Intuitively exaimning
the methodology of the three Avasthas of Jagrat, Swapna and
Sushapti that - “His owir teaching his Ajativada or theory of non-
birth of Atman is in consonance with Vedantic spiritual science”.

In all these respects although between this chapter and the
previous three chapters-there exists a relationship of complete
agreement, late Shri Vidhushikhara Bhattacharya has been de-
luded and deceived by the mere fact that in this Alatashanti
Prakarana Shri Gaudapada has used predominently or rather
excesively, Sanskrit words which occur in Buddhistic texts and
has misconceived the theory that - “Shri Gaudapada’s teachings
are truly those of Vijianavadins” in his own English and Sanskrit
works called “Agama Shastra” published in 1943 and 1950,
respectively. The calcutta academician has further quoted many
sentences from Buddhistic texts and has vainly endeavoured to
prove that - “The Buddhistts have lent on hire, as it were, their
theories and themes to Shri Gaudapada’s treatise (of Mandukya
Karikas)”.

Because we have already demonstrated the wide distinction
and difference that exists between Vijiianavada of the Buddhists
and ‘Brahnatmavada’ which is of the very essence of Kitastha
Vijiiana, this deliberation on Shri Vidhushakhara Bhattacharyas
opinion may be stopped.

But another academician date Shri T.R.V. Murthy (formerly
of the Benares Hindu University) the another of - ‘The central
Philosophy of Buddism, without accepting Shri Bhattacharya’s
opinion has thought out and projected his own new Siddhanta :
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‘It is indulitable that the tenets of Madhyamikas and Yogacharas
(two schools of Buddhism) have influenced Shri Gaudapada’s
Karikas’. But neither in respect of the language of the first three
chapters nor in respect of the methodology adopted for the
various topics in there exists anything in the best which is
opposed to Vedanta ; it is also not to be seen that having
accepted the fourth chapter as' Vedanta neither the Vedantins nor
the Buddhists have illustrated the Karikas (in this chapter) ; that
fourth chapter must have been written by some unknown Bud-
dhist alone. It cannot at all be stated either that Vedantins were
influenced by Buddhists or that Buddhists have acknowledged
any opinion of Vedantins ; for the Sampradaya or traditional
methods of teaching of both are different. Therefore, it may be
owerred that only the two aspects of Madhyamikas Paribhasha or
technical terms and Prakriya or methodology only have been
adopted used by the Vedantins.

From one point of view it can be accepted that in this
theory there exists a little part of truth. Because the statement to
the effect that - ‘Alatashanti Prakarana must have been written
by some unknown Buddhist’ - is merely a figment of imagina-
tion, we can discard it.

Because the verses of the previous Prakaranas as well as the
methodology of Avasthatraya is exists in this fourth chapter also,
it becomes exigent as also expedient to acknowledge it to be a
part of the whole treatise alone. Further, the theory propounded
by Shri Murthy that - “ The distinction of Vyavahara (empirical,
sphered) and Paramartha (the Transcendental Absolute Reality)
did not exist in the Advaita Vedanta nor did Vivartavada prior
to Shri Gaudapada - is without any proper support or proof. For,
we have already demonstrated the truth that the Sampradaya of
Shri Sankara’s Siddanta did exist even before (the time of Shri
Gaudapada). In order to over that - “There existed in addition
to proponents different Advaita Siddhanta, Nirvisheshavadins even
before Shri Gaudapada’s time, and with a view to establish the
teachings of his own traditional school of practise pure Advaita
Vedanta by refuting the tenets of other Advaitins Shri Sankara
wrote his Bhashyas - the Sutra Bhashya is sufficient. Even in
Shri Sureshwaracharyas ‘Sambandha Vartika’ there is sufficient



18 The Essential Gaudapada

support available for this asumption. Therefore it has to be
universally and invariably accepted that both these theories of
Shri T.R.V. Murthy are without proper support.

Now let us ponder over the question - “Is it possible to
detect or discern the ‘Nirvisheshavada’ or Absolute, non-dual
method of teaching delineated in Vedanta Shastra without being
influenced or induced by Buddhistic teachings ?”.

In the Upanidhads off and on through the method of refu-
tation of characteristics other than or alone to its own essence of
pure being in the manner - “Asthilam (not gross), Anum (not
small)” ; “Neti, Neti (Not this, not that) etc. The Tattwa or
ultimate reality being described is to be seen. If the Sampradaya
Granthas and Acharyas or traditional (authoritative) texts and
preceptors were there, why should not this traditional methodol-
ogy of teaching be evolved or formulated directly from the
Upanishads without any influence of the Buddhists being cast on
it ? It being so, by adopting a method of negation in the manner
- ‘Not this, not that’ where was the need for Shri Gaudapada to
surrender himself is the Buddhists for the purport of finding out
the methodology of Intuiting the Absolute Reality (Tattwa) ?
Instead of this, why could not we surmise that Buddhists them-
selves borrowed this methodology from the Vedantins ? Gautama
Buddha had discovered merely the sequential order of Dwadasha
Nidana or twelve diagnostic symptions which are evolved on the
basis of “Pratitya Samutpada” or dependent origination (meaning,
if one category exists the other one is produced or bomn) - a
cause effect phenomenon (Nimittanainithika Bhava or Karyakarana
Bhava). It being so, how come among the Madhyamika Bud-
dhists scholars like Nagarjuna etc., all of a sudden (to wit,
without any extraneous influence) the spirityal philosophy of
Nihilism (Naihswabhavya Siddanta) flashed in the mind ? There
was no support whatsover of any previous traditional authoritative
texts (Sampradayika Granthas) for them ! In fact, a less known
truth is that Madhayamika Buddhists like Nagarjuna etc. were
previously Brahmins (Hindus) and later on became Buddhists.
Under the circumstances, having realised the fact that the
Upanishadic ‘Ekatwavada’ or theory of Monism or Unitary Re-
ality was opposed to ‘Anatmavada’ or theory of the world of
Reality being real, why cannot it be assumed or surmised that
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they shunned the Upanishadic theory and adopted the methodol-
ogy of ‘Dvaita Nishedha’ or refutation of duality formed in it to
suit their own Siddhanta ?” If this question is raised, there need
not be any surprise whatsoever. In truth for this kind of a surmise
actually there is acknowledgement and support lent by Prog.
Dasgupta and others. Further, Prof. T.R.V. Murthy too has ac-
cepted this argument that - “Thus just as there exists support for
the inference that Vedantins were influenced by Buddhists, in the
same way there equally .exists support for the inference that the
Madhyamika Buddhists were influenced by the Upanishadic
methodology ; it being so, in this matter no decision can be
arrived at” (CPB-109) For this reason slone, we have hesitated
to accept the theory of those proponents that - “ For the fourth
Prakarana of Alatashanti (of Shn Gaudapada) Nagarjunas
Madhyama Karika was the main source”.

THE BUDDHISTIC TECHNICAL TERMINOLOGY AND
METHODOLOGY

Another thought-provoking topic has remained and that is
. “What is the reason for the abundant usage of Buddhistic
technical terms (Panbhashika Shabda) in Shri Gaudapada’s Karikas
? In fact, he has even utilized or pressed into service ‘Nagarjuna’s
unique methodology, called ‘Chatushkoti Prakriya’ ! What is the
plausible reason for this ?

Finding out a satisfactory answer to this intriguing qucstion
becomes quite necessary and important. To those sagacious people
who are capable of divining the plausible cause by Intuitive
insight the truth that - “For this too there necessarily is a cause”
- cannot but flash. First and foremost, there is no reason what-
soever to doubt that this traditional Acharya (Shri Gaudapada)
was not fully conversent with or knowledgeable about the
Vedantic technical terminology as, also the profundity and subtlety
of the Vedantic ‘Prakriya’ or traditional methodology. It can
safely be avered that in the first three chapters of Shri Gaudapada’s
Mandukya Karikas neither the Buddhistic terminology nor their
methodology exists. This fact has been acknowledged by Prof.
T.R.V. Murthy but (unfortunately) with regard to the Alatashanti
Prakarana he has erroneously arrived at a conclusion, mainly
basing his arguments on the fact that this fourth chapter is
bristling with Buddhistic terms ard logic or dialectics, that -
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“The Alatashanti Prakarana must have been written by some
Buddhist only”. There is room whatsoever to doubt that due to
any dearth or total absence of any Paribhashika Shabdas or
Prakriya (in his traditional school of Advaita Vedanta) Shri
Gaudapada was thus compelled to borrow technical words as well
as the methodology from schools alien to Vedic traditions ; in
truth there might have lurked in his ‘heart’ some other profound
reason than this peurile, immature surmise, and this alone seems
to be rational and justifiable. In fact, this is one of the ‘essentials’
of Shri Gaudapada’s teachings which has prompted us to name
this treatise as - “The essential Gaudapada™.

The main reasons for Shri Gaudapada using ‘Avitanyaya’
exclusively in the fourth chapter and propounding his teachings
predominently based on dialectious are : Sankhyas, Vaisheshikas,
Bahyastitwavadins (Realists) among the Buddhists, Yogachara
Vijiianavadins (a school of Buddhism only), - all these were, at
least to some extent; Darshanakaras or founders of their respec-
tive schools of philosophy who, focussing on their own individual
viewpoint, perspective or vision, brought into vogue their respec-
tive philosophical methodology ; even the Shuinyavadins (among
the Buddhists) - championing the cause of Nihilism (Dharma
Naihiswabhavya) on the lone premise of dialection of the form
of Vitandavada or perversed or spurious logic, captious criticism,
are, in truth, not adopting any methodology of the other
Darshanakaras but on the other hand, they are bent upon refuting
all the viewpoints taking recourse to their own Vitandavada
(Tarka) with a view to establishing Nihilism - are truly Dvaitins
obstinately preserting or guarding their own viewpoint.

Now, this main defect of formulating and founding their
own schools of philosophy exclusively based on viewpoint, in-
tellectual reasoning and wrangling but totally obivious of the fact
that any Reality - if at all it has to be acknowledged as such
- has to be Sarvatrika or universal, as also Nitya or eternal (not
an entity in time and space) is to be detected initialy from this
it evolves that merely based on Tarka (logic) or Anumana (in-
ference) this universal Reality cannot at all be known. It can only
be Intuited by the exclusive, unique, Vedantic method of
‘Anubhavanga Tarka’ or discriminative reasoning based on Intui-
tive experience (Anubhava). These teachings belonging to his
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own traditional methodology of Advaita Vedanta was fully known
by Shri Gaudapada and it was handed down to posterity by him
and was later fully established and ensconced by in its pristine
purity by Shri Sankaracharya and his direct disciple Shri
Sureswaracharya.

Against this background and the state of affairs prevailing
in the spiritual circles we can now discern the fact as to how
the great wisdom befitting a true acharya was demonstrated by
Shri Gaudapada to meet all the challenges posed by these array
of alien schools and scholars who were adepts in dialectics in
their own right. Hence in order to show exclusively the truth that
- “Owing to their mutual squabbles and disagreement among
these Dvaitins or dualists it evolves that all their doctrines are
mere Vikalpas or erroneous concepts or theories ; further it
evolves that for all such Vikalpas that Aja (unbom) Advaita
(non-dual) Atma Tattwa (absolute Reality of self of the essence
of pure consciousness) which is the substrate, is Itself the
Paramartha (the Transcendental, ultimate Reality)” - Shri Gaudapada
has written the fourth chapter in this fashion. This logical meth-
odology is itself called ‘Avitanyaya’.

While using this method of dialectics in the fourth
(Alatashanti) Prakarana one of his main purposes was : “Because
of the main reason that in the Buddhistic philosophy the principal
sects who are exponents of dialectics are Vijianavada (Idealism)
and Shuanyavada (Nihilism), it can be demonstrated convincingly
by means of their own logical devices his own Advaita gets
established without any Virodha or opposition and Vivada or
counter argument”. Thus for Shri Gaudapada to have utilized the
Buddhistic methods of logic this alone was the cause.

Now, the reason for Shri Gaudapada to have used the
Buddhits Paribhasha is : To make it known that the technical
terms that they have used are fully suitable and capable of
signifying the more profound Tattwas or truths expounded in
Vedanta. How this purpose has been achieved we have shown at
varies in the commentaries of the Karikas. The fact that Vedantins
utilize the Paribhashika shabdas or technical terms of other (rival)
schools of philosophy with their own different and subtler mean-
ing or indications is clearly revealed by Badarayana Sutras. There
cannot be any doubt about this fact being clearly realized by
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those who have discemed as to how words like ‘Pratyaksha’,
‘Anumana’, ‘Pradhana’, ‘Anu’ etc. are utilized in the Brahma
Sutras to indicate totally different meaning (to suit Vedantic
teachings).

AGAMA TARKAS OF GAUDAPADA AND NAGARJUNA

Shr1 Gaudapada is a Vedantin, while - Shri Nagarjuna is a
Madhyamika Buddhist ; and hence both have exemplified their
respective texts as Pramana or authoritative evidence - Shri
Gaudapada has quoted Upanishads, while Shri Nagarjuna has
mentioned Buddha’s sayings in the forms of ‘Nikayas’ and ‘Stitras’,
’Chandrakeerti, the commentator of the Sttras, has praised
Nagarjuna in the manner - “Sakalalokalokottara Pravachana
Nitaneyartha Vyakhyana Nipuna”. But one special feature : For
Gaudapada ‘Agama’ his traditional authoritative text (Upanishads)
alone are most important ; hence, he has written his Agama
Prakarana (his first chapter in the form of a commentary on the
Mandiikya Upanishad) first and only then has followed it up with
his three Prakaranas, viz. Vaitathya, Advaita and Alatashanti,
which are predominantly dialectical in approach and style.

For Nagarjuna dialectics alone is important ; Only after
having refuted on the strength of logical devices certain view-
points he has quoted Buddha’s sayings in support of his opinion.
The strong profound statements are called : ‘Nitartha’ by Bud-
dhists, while Gaudapada has called such statements ‘Nishchita’,
“Yuktiyukta’.

Whereas for Nagarjuna logic is to be given pre-eminence
and the waking state alone is the subject-matter for deliberation.
The form or nature of Nagarjunas logic is to interpret as though
Buddha had taught Pratitya Samutpada (dependedt origination)
and the Naishiswabhavya (essencelessness) of Dharmas (percepts)
and accordingly argue out. His Siddhanta or philosophical teach-
ing is : “The Karya Karana Bhava or the cause - effect categories
never exist ; ‘Apratitya Samutpanna Vastu’ or an entity or sub-
stance which is of dependent origination does, not at all exist ;
hence a substance that is ‘Ashunya’ or not void or without
essencelessness does not at all exist” - (Madhyamika Kanka 24-
19). Whereas for Gaudapada the form or nature of logic is only
to examine the three states of consciousness viz., waking, dream
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and deep sleep with a view to demonstrating the truth that -
“Advaita or non-duality alone is the Siddhanta or the final
spiritual teaching which helps cognize that - (a) Turiyatma or
Absolute self who is Avasthatrayatita or beyond the three states
of consciousness alone is the ultimate Reality - as also’ (b) Jiva
or the transmigratory soul is, in the Absolute Intuitive sense
(Paramartha), Brahman alone”. In the ultimate analysis, his
Siddhanta is : “That Ajatma Tattwa or Reality of unbormn self,
devoid of any association (Samparka) with the empirical Karya
Karana Bhava or cause effect categories, is Itself the Absolute,
ultimate Reality (Paramartha)”

For Nagarjuna there is no greater Sadhana or means instru-
ments of action than Tarka or logic ; for Gaudapada there is no
greater Sadhana than Upanishads which teach in accordance or
consonance with Anubhava or universal Intuitive experience.
According to Nagarjuna’s opinion Naihiswabhaya or void or
essenceless alone is Ajati or devoid of birth or creation, whereas
for Gaudapada Ajadvitiya Atman or unborn, non-dual self alone
is Ajati or without birth.

“For the word ‘Shiinya’ not only there is a meaning of
‘Naihiswabhavya’ (essencelessness) but also the meaning of
‘Buddhyatita Nirvikalpaka Paramartha’ (the ultimate, Absolute
Reality, which is non-conceptual and beyond the intellect). ‘Prajna
Paramita’, ‘Jiianamadvayam’, :Tathagatabhutakoi’, ‘Buddhamatru’
- all these are the nomenclatures for Paramartha Tattwa or the
ultimate reality. Hence to say that ‘Shiinya” means
‘Naihiswabhavya’ it is not proper” - thus T.R.V. Murthy opines.
But we have shown in our explanatory dissertation that this
opinion is itself not proper. For, (Abhisamayalankaraloka 408-
499) - in this sentence since it is very clearly meant that
Prajnaparamita is itself Pratityasamutpanna, it has been further
clarified that it means ‘Nihswabhawa’ (essenceless) and
‘Mayopama’ (analogous to magic, illusion). In the same text on
page 144 it has been proclaimed that - “Nirvanamapi Prati-
vishishtam Dharmakayamadvaya Jnanaswabhavam Mayasupana-
samanam Yaddami” - purporting to mean Advayajiiana also is of
the essential nature of Maya, Svapna.

In the same manner, a selected sentence from Di(n)inagana’s
work called ‘Prajfiaparamita a pindartha Nirdesha Grantha’ runs
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like : “Prajnaparamita Jnanamadvayam sa Tathagataha ; Sadhaya
tadarthya yogena Tacchatydam Granthamargayoho” - Here for
the phrase ‘Advaya Jfiana’ the meaning (Mukhyartha) and sec-
ondary meaning (Gounartha) of the word ‘Prajfiaparamita”.

When the Buddhists themselves are affirming that ‘Advaya-
jiiana’ or non-dual knowledge is ‘Mayopama’ or analogous to
magic, illusion, if one imagines that it signifies Paramartha is not
proper and this is very clear. The word ‘Bhiitakoti’ has been used
for the ‘Dharmakaya’ or spiritual body of Tathagata (Buddha or
the realized person) ; merely on that count Prajiiaparamita cannot
mean Paramartha or the ultimate reality ; the purpost behind
calling it ‘Buddhamatru’ is not that it is a material cause for
anything. In fact, the reason for calling like that is to indicate
that if one worships it Buddhatwa or realization is attained. Why
say more ? All these statements strengthen the doctrine that -
“Prajnaparamita is Nihswabhava”. The Shiuinyavadin Buddhists
have expounded that - “(Mashyamika Karika Vrithi 22-16, P.
162). Thus it is not possible at all for anyone to show or prove
any comparison between the Shiinyavada which preaches that -
“Everything is Nihswabhava or essenceless” and Vedanta which
expounds that - “The substratum for all Vikalpas or erroneous
mental concepts is Aja (unborn) Advaya (non-dual) Brahma
(ultimate reality)”

PARAMARTHASATYA AND VYAVAHARIKASATYA

In the opinion of Shri Gaudapada, ‘Vyavaharikasatya’ means
that (apparent) reality or Satya which is Pramana Vedya or
known, cognized through a means of knowledge which appears
in the waking state. This teaching as also that - “Atman of the
form of Sakshi i1s himself the Paramarthasatya or Transcendental,
ultimate reality’™ - Both these tenets have been demonstrated in
the Stitra Bhashya by Shri Sankaracharya. But in the opinions of
Nagaguna and other Buddhists “Shunya is itself Paramarthasatya ;
all else is Samvriti satya - (meaning, that which is believed by
common people to be real)”.

Kumarila Bhatta in his “Niralambanavada” refuted the above
Buddhjstic theory in the manner - “It is never acceptable if it
is said that Samuvriti is a kind in Reality ; if it is Samvriti it is
not satya, if it is satya then it i1s not Samvriti”.
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CONCLUSION

Shri Gaudapada has established by taking as his centrai
authoritative source the Mandikya Upanishad, which though
smallest in size (only 12 Mantras or verses) among all the
Upanishads yet the most famous one, the following profound
Siddhanta by means of logic fully in consonance with Anubhava
(universal Intuitive Experience) : “On the support of Anubhava
of Avasthatraya or three states of consciousness, Atman of all of
us is verily Ajadvaya Brahman alone which is Nityaniravastha or
eternally devoid of any state ; That alone is the Paramartha
satya”. Further, he has not only clarified as to what exactly is
the wide difference between the predominantly perverted logic -
orinted Vijianavadis and Shiunyavada, on the one hand, and
Vedanta on the other, but also has convinced all true seekers
about the facts that : (a) Vain logic can never stand its ground
all through ; (b) all the devices adopted by the logically-oriented
Darshanas or schools of philosophy are all meant for the worship
(Aradhana) of Paramatman, who is propounded in Vedantic
spiritual science as Devadeva or god of all other gods and
Iswareshwara or Lord of all other lords.




THE ESSENTIAL GAUDAPADA

AGAMA PRAKARANA

I INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

Among those principal ten Upanishads on which Shri
Sankara Bhagavatpada had written his profound commentar-
ies to make them universally familiar Mandiukya is one. Al-
though this Upanishad is the smallest in size among them, in
its spiritual contents it is the greatest, nay the most convinc- -
ing text. In the first place, this Upanishad is, on the pretext
of examination of the three states of Consciousness, verily the
quintessence of all the Upanishadic lore. Secondly, having
been totally fascinated by its profound spiritual teachings
Shri Gaudapadacharya, an exponent belonging to an ancient
line of traditional teachers well-versed in the Vedantic meth-
odology of expounding the Ultimate Reality of Brahman or
Atman, wrote this magnificent treatise - comprising 215 verses -
which have become universally famous as ‘Karikas’ divided into
four Prakaranas or Chapters - with the sole purport of revealing
the secret teachings of this concise Upanishad for the benefit of
genuine seekers. To the best of our knowledge, the world teacher,
Shri Sankaracharya, who was the foremost spiritual preceptor
who by revealing the less known, implicit Vedanta Prakniya
(methodology utilized in the Upanishads) which was Sampradayic
(traditionally) through his Prasthanatraya Bhashyas and who had
helped Jijnasus (true seekers) to discern the Vedanta Siddhanta,
had kept in view the subtle teachings of these Mandukyopanishad
Karikas alone as his main treasure trove and inspiration and had
rendered this yeoman service to all humanity.

In addition to presenting before the serious students of
Vedanta the real purport of Shri Sankara’s Bhashyas on
these Karikas, it is also intended in this treatise to examine
thoroughly the various contradictory opinions as also raging
controversies that have been spread throughout our country
by alien schools and scholars with regard to those spiritual
teachings propounded in these Karikas and then prove the oppo-
nents’ views as fallacious and ill-found. For this purpose the real
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purport of the various Karikas will be explained and established
on the basis of universal Intuitive Experience and logical argu-
ments or devices in consonance with it.

SALIENT FEATURES OF THE FOUR PRAKARANAS

It will be highly beneficial to discern or divine the extra-
ordinarily profound tenets that are implicit in the four
Prakaranas distinctively. The first Prakarana is called ‘Agama
Prakarana’. Because the methodology of teaching (the Vedantic
truths) handed down according to the traditional
(Sampradayic) line of teachers is revealed on the pretext of
writing a commentary on the Upanishad, this Chapter is
called ‘Agama Prakarana’, which is befitting indeed in this
regard. Agama means the Upanishad which teaches the Tattwa
(Ultimate Reality), as also the traditional methodology of teaching
It which is implicit in that Upanishad - both these aspects are
called -by that name. Although in this Prakarana, Upapattis -
meaning, the Yuktis (logical arguments or devices) utilized to
solve certain doubts that may arise in between the textual verses
- are conjoined to the Upanishadic verses, here the Agama alone
is important and is given the pride of place and Upapatti is
given the second place.

The next Prakarana is Vaitathya Prakarana. ‘Vaitathya’
means ‘not being like that’. Dvaita (duality) - meaning, the world
which appears to be full of diversity and is divided into manifold
aspects - although it at first sight creates an impression, a belief
that it really exists as it appears, when we adopt a Sastra Drishti
and deliberate upon it, we come to realize that - “The world of
duality or diversity is “Vitatha’ (that which is not like that), it
is a mere false notion or misconception” - this teaching is
brought home to our minds in this Prakarana. Because this fact
is demonstrated following a logic in consonance with or approved
by the Sastra, this I’rakarana is called ‘Vaitathya Prakarana’.
In this Chapter although Yukti (logical devices) only are given
predominance, here too the authoritative support of Sastra has
not been discarded ; here too ‘Agama’ is invariably being fol-
lowed or adopted. This fact has to be borne in mind.

The third Chapter is ‘Advaita Prakarana’. Because Dvaita
i1s shown to be a mere false appearance it amounts to rendering
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Dvaita as not really existing, and it is concluded thereby auto-
matically that Advaita (non-dualism) alone is the Paramartha
(Absolute truth). Even so, in order to remove doubts to the effect
- “Like Dvaita why should not Advaita too be false ? If it is
contended that because Dvaita is opposed to Advaita the former
is false, then on the same score because Advaita is opposed to
Dvaita, why cannot Advaita too be said to be false ?” - this
Chapter which establishes the Advaita Satyatwa (the Absolute
reality of non-dualism) is begun. Although like the Vaitathya
Prakarana here too Yukti alone is given predominance, neverthe-
less, Agama is not discarded or neglected. Anyhow, through these
first three Prakaranas the Advaita spiritual teaching expounded in
the Upanishad is fully established adopting the traditional meth-
odology of pedagogics.

Further, the fourth Chapter is called Alatashanti Prakarana.
A relevant doubt of the type - “Because there exist in this world
schools of philosophy (Darshanas) which are opposed to the
Vedas, what convincing proof is there to assert that whatever is
taught in the Vaidik Upadeshas (Upanishadic, spiritual instruc-
tions) alone are the ultimate final verdict ? Even those who are
not Vaidikas, are also forwarding their respective ‘Agamas’ -
meaning, their own respective spiritual preceptors’ doctrines - and
Yuktis in keeping with them, is it not so ?” - may pose itself
before us. Solving this doubt, it is affirmed in this Chapter that
- “Because those various logical arguments (Yuktis) are mutually
opposed to one another, there is no worthwhile essence or sub-
stance in them ; on the other hand, there is no possibility whatso-
ever for the Advaita Siddhanta to be opposed to any Darshana
- whatsoever it may be - nor is there any possibility of any
internal squabbles or contradictions within Advaita itself”. Fur-
ther, it evolves that - “Vedanta Siddhanta can be acknowledged
without any apprehensions or inhibitions whatsoever, because it
is demonstrated quite convincingly here in this Chapter by means
of Yukti that Dvaita is Mithya (false)”. Although in this Prakarana
mere logical arguments utilizing it is disclosed as to how the
remaining Darshanas are mutually opposed to one another, even-
tually it is proved to the hilt that the Vedantic methodology is
opposed to none even from the standpoint of the Agama also.
The prudent student should ever remember this fact too.
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Thus the first Prakarana, being of the nature of a commen-
tary on the Sruti (Mandikya Upanishad), is Agamapradhana
(predominantly Sastraic and traditional in its approach and treat-
ment of the subject matter), while the remaining three Chapters
are Tarkapradhana (predominantly logical or dialectical in ap-
proach), because they have invariably and unfailingly utilized that
Intuitive logic implicit in the Srutis as also any other empirical
forms of dialectics not opposed to that ‘Srutyanugrahita Tarka’
(logical devices approved by the scriptures). Because all these
four Chapters help Intuit or cognize the truths enunciated and
expounded by Vedanta Sastra, these Chapters have been called
‘Prakaranas’ in the spiritual circles. The word ‘Prakarana’ means
any write-up which pertains to any one part or aspect of the
Sastraic teachings and which thereby provides another elucidatory
commentary to the Sastraic topic. Here in this context, to ex-
pound that Advaita Tattwa (non-dual Reality of Atman or Brah-
man) is the Sastrartha (real, ultimate purport of the scriptures)
and confirming it by means of Upapatti i1s the Karyantara (ex-
traneous purpose).

I AGAMA PRAKARANA

We have already stated that the first Chapter called ‘Agama
Prakarana’ written by Shri Gaudapadacharya has been given that
name because - (a) He has kept in mind the spiritual teachings
of the Mandiukya Upanishad predominantly as his authoritative
source for it ; (b) in this Chapter he reveals the {taditional
methodology of teaching adopted by the line of preceptors (from
time immemorial) belonging to his Sampradaya (school of phi-
losophy viz. Advaita Vedanta). Hence, it amounts to saying that
because in the Upanishad it has been propounded that through the
determination of the purport of Omkara the method of cognizing
the Ultimate Reality of- Atman has been elaborated, the Agama
Prakarana has to be understood by following the sequential order
of the Upanishad Mantras. For this reason alone, Shri Gaudapada
has taken up the first six Mantras together and with the purport
of explaining their teachings, has written the Karikas pertaining
to the Padatraya (three quarters).

THE FIRST SIX MANTRAS OF THE UPANISHAD
Afraeefie] vd alivare 7d wag wfasafkfa adiier @ |



Agama Prakarana 5

T fArerdid agEieR T 1111 9 Qg FRIGHeT sal WISTHT
T, RN IREETH SfevR: U ThHfania T Weys A
WITIE: 11311 ECRAAIS<EWE: 99 ChHauaya: wfafasyg o fida:
R |11 T Gl T HIT B A T HET @ gl aq I | g
T W TEET TR WaqE: T gl WS i
TR ¥ WY TRs<aiAy A g wwared fy e e

II PADATRAYA KARIKAS

IR W s -
afewR faufad gw:veeg domE: |
REEEcsii iR e C BE L K CERTERRT

Meaning : (1) “Here these verses exist : The Vibhu
(Omnipresent Lord) having the extroverted cognition (con-
sciousness) i1s Vishwa ; One who has the introverted cognition
is Taijasa ; 1s verily a (consummate) lump of Consciousness.
is Prajia. One alone is of these three kinds - thus He is said
to be.”

THE BHASHYAKARA’S MANGALA SLOKA
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Commentary : Perhaps, because he has wrtten Bhashyas
to the Mandukydpanishad as also to the four Karika Prakaranas,
Shri Sankara Bhagavatpada has here, in this context, written two
Marigala Slokas (invocatory verses at the beginning of the trea-
tise). For this reason, we have utilized the first verse for the
Upanishad and the second for the Karikas. The Bhashya com-
mentator has raised a doubt that in the fourth part of the second
verse there is no ‘Vrittalakshana’ (sign of continuity) and has
provided a consolatory explanation saying that in it there is
‘Gathalakshana’ (sign of a religious verse, but not belonging to
any Vedas).



6 The Essential Gaudapada

The purport of the Mangala Sloka : “May the Sarvatma
(Self of all) - after having enjoyed the pleasures born out of
gross objects, then by means of His Jyoti (Light of Conscious-
ness) having enjoyed the other subtle objects which are spread
out or projected by His mind, thereafter slowly sustaining and
subsuming all of them in His own essential nature of Pure Being-
Consciousness and eventually giving up all particular features
becomes entirely devoid of the whole gamut of characteristics -
may that Turiya (fourth, relatively) protect all of us !”. This verse
too is akin to the invocatory verse, written prior to the Upanishad
commentary, in its purport or meaning. In the first verse itself
a little deeper meaning becomes evident. On the whole, the
principal meaning of all this is that the Turiyatma mentioned in
the Upanishad is Himself Brahman.

In order to explain the meaning of Atman’s three Padas
(quarters) Shri Gaudapadacharya has written nine Karikas. The
student will do well to reckon the meaning of the Karika sen-
tence - “The Vibhu who has an extroverted consciousness is
Vishwa” - to be the same as that of the commentary by Shri
Sarikara on the third Upanishad Mantra ; for the Karika sentence
- “One with the introverted consciousness is Taijasa” - take the
commentary on the fourth Mantra ; and for the Karika sentence
- “Similarly, one who is Ghanaprajia (lump of Pure Conscious-
ness) is Prajiia” - take the commentary on the fifth Mantra.

The meaning of the Karika sentence that - ‘’One alone is
said to be of three kinds” - is« Although Atman is non-dual (i.e.
One without anything second to Him), those knowledgeable teachers
say that - ‘He is appearing as of three forms of Vishwa, Taijasa
and Prajiia’. For the textual phrase - ‘‘Tridha Sthitaha’’ - the
commentary is : “He appears as if to exist in three kinds” ; for
the alternative textual phrase (found in another recension) ‘‘Tridha
Mataha’’ - the commentary is : “Although in reality, that is, from
the Absolute viewpoint, He is one and one alone, the ignorant
people are misconceiving Him to exist in three different kinds.”

WHAT IS TO BE COGNIZED BY THE DISTINCTIONS OF
VISHWA, TAIJASA AND PRAJNA ?

For this Shri Sankara has written a sentence the meaning
of which is ; “Because - (a) all the three states of Consciousness
(Avasthas) are being experienced one after another ; (b) we are
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recognizing Him in the manner - ‘He Himself is myself - by
means of memory - it is established that ‘Atman is distinct from
the three Avasthas ; He is one and one alone (non-dual) ; He
is Shuddha (Pure, Absolute), Asarnga (non-attached or unrelated)
- this 1s the purport here ; this has to be deduced on the strength
of illustrations such as the big fish etc.”

Here in this context there are quite a number of topics
which are to be discemed and cognized. As per the Bhashya
statement that we remember in the manner : ‘‘Avasthas are
coming and going one after another ; they are three in
number ; He alone is myself’ - although it may at first sight
appear to be true, Shri Sankara does not at all have the
ultimate intention of conveying this meaning.

To wit : Although it is true that, in general, to all us
it appears that the Avasthas are coming and passing away
one after another and they are three in number - these
Avasthas are not coming one behind another in one common
substrate or denomination of time, nor are they appearing to
exist one by the side of another in one common space. There-
fore, to reckon them to be ‘three’ in number is wrong. If a
clock stnkes three sounds to indicate three hours, that flow
of time in which the first sound was heard by us, in the same
flow of time alone the second and the third sounds are being
heard by us. Because we are individuals distinct from the clock
we are able to count the sounds of the clock as one, two and
three. But here the one flow of time which is the substratum
or support for all the three Avasthas does not exist at all ;
there is no one who can count them as one, two etc. Anyway,
that all the three Avasthas are coming and going in a sequential
order is not in our experience at all ; the phenomenon that - “I
myself who experienced the waking, after waking up, am expe-
riencing this ; apart from these two Avasthas I am separate” -
is not in our experience. Therefore, the statement that - “Atman
is having the three Avasthas in a sequential order” - is mot in
consonance with universal experience.

In the same manner, even the concept that we cognize in
the manner - ‘’That person himself is myself” - on the basis of
memory is also not acceptable to experience, and this truth is
determined only by Intuitive deliberation. To explain, what is

'
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experienced in the past to remember that in one time continuum
is called ‘Smriti’ (memory). For the memory of the type - “This
morning I ate some food ; but now I am hungry” - which occurs
in the evening - there is support of the past experience. It is also
quite reasonable if on a Sunday moming to one who has taken
his food, in the evening its memory being there ; for the one
particular period or point of time like ‘Sunday’ is the support for
both the consumption of food and the memory of its consump-
tion. But pertaining to the illustrated (Darshtrantika) Atman, it is
not at all like this. Here in this latter case, it is true that a feeling
of the type - “I myself, who saw the dream after waking up, am
seeing the external world” - to accrue ; but there is no time
flow or continuum whatsoever which is common to both
dream and waking. Besides, it is in the experience of every
one of us that in each of these Avasthas, one each but
different time continuum exists. The explanation as to how
this is to be reckoned will be more elaborately deliberated
upon in the commentary on the second Prakarana. In the
same way, there is a hitch to say that - ‘““The ‘I’ of the dream
is being reckoned to be the ‘I’ of the waking’’. For, the I
that ‘existed’ in the dream is different or distinct from the
‘I of this present waking in so many respects. This fact too
will be made very clear in the commentary of the second
Prakarana. On the whole, because of the facts that - (a) both
the Avasthas do not ‘exist’ in one and the same time con-
tinuum ; (b) there is no ‘I’ which is a common witness to
both the states - to assume that there is a ‘Pratyabhyia’
(recognition) of the type - ‘‘That person (in the dream) alone
am I’ - is not proper ; therefore we can conclude that this
opinion too is not the real intention of teaching of the
Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri Sankara).

In that case, for the sentence which is written by Shri
Sankaracharya what exactly is the ultimate purport ? This
question will be answered now. The Avasthas can be delib-
erated upon or considered from two viewpoints. One 1s a
viewpoint which witnesses them on the strength or basis of
and in accordance with Anubhava (Intuitive Experience) ; In
fact, this alone is the proper, reasonable one. For, everyone
of us will necessarily have to acknowledge the truth - that
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‘Intuitive Experience has a greater value and validity than
memory (Smrit1))’. The other viewpoint : Vyavahara means
the phenomena that appears to our mind in the waking and
the manner in which we all talk, express or communicate in
accordance with that. Because - (@) this viewnoint is ccmmon
or natural to all (universal) in their °‘Avichara Dasha’ (state of
non-discrimination or ignorance) ; (b) it is proper for a person,
who wishes to examine these states from the Sastra Drishti
(viewpoint of the sciiptures or Upanishads), while teaching or
expounding the Tattwa (the Ultimate Reality), to do so on the
basis or strength of the knowledge which the common run of
people have acquired in their Vyavahara (to wit, the workaday
experiences and notions) - to follow and deliberate upon this
Vyavahank viewpoint alone first becomes quite justifiable. When
we observe from this viewpoint, because to all of us (i.e. uni-
versally) it appcars as though we are all having (experiencing)
the three states of Consciousness like wahing, dream and deep
sleep as also when one among them exists {(or in being experi-
enced), no other state exists and it appears as though these three
states are coming and going one after another, Shri Sankara has
stated, on the basis of this (agparent) regular recurrence or
repetition (Parydya) cf three states of Consciousness, that Atman
experiences them. Even from this viewpoint, even after these
states come and go and when any cone of them is being expe-
rienced, because our essential nature of Pure Being-Conscious-
ness exists as It is, 1t evolves from this that these states of
Conscicusness are not part and parcel of Atman’s essential
nature. -

Similarly, each one of us thinks in the manner - *‘I
myself, who saw the dream, am awake’ ; *‘I myself, who did
not know anytuing in deep sleep, am now, in the waking,
seeing the external world and am cognizing the internal mental
condiison’” - and deducing from these that - ‘“‘That person,
who expericaceC those dream and deep sleep states, is myself
indeed’’ ; each one of u: on the strength of memory is
recognizing that - ““The escence of the previous state is that
of the present one aionc” ; eaci one cf us is believing that -
“The states, especially are different and distinct.” Even consid-
ering from this Vvavahara Drishti, it evolves *hat - “Atman is
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separate from the three states of Consciousness.” In fact, no one
will or does agree if it is said that - ‘“What one person experi-
ences, another remembers, is it not so ?” Therefore, it i1s to be
concluded that - “This Atman who is experiencing the three
states one by one and is remembering the previous experience
now is one and one alone.” In the same way, even though it
appears as if that - “He is experiencing these three states” -
when He wakes up, neither a taint even of the bizarre experi-
ences of the dream nor the ignorance of the deep sleep actually
have caused any stain or stigma whatsoever to Atman. Hence,
it evolves that - “Atman is Pure.” Not only this ; the relationship
with the waking state is not there in the least for Atman in the
other two states. Similarly, the relationship of the dream state is
not there in the other two states ; the relationship of deep sleep
is not there in the other two states ; Therefore, in His very
essence Atman is Asanga (unattached or unrelated or Abso-
lute, Transcendental). It amounts to saying that just as a plastic
emulsion-coated (water-proof) cloth is not soaked or wetted by
water, the three states of Consciousness can never taint or touch
Atman with any of their characteristics or features.

In this manner, it is the opinion of the Bhashyakara (i.e.
Shri Sankara) that even when the Vyavahara Drishti is followed
or adopted, what the Sruti has expounded as Atman’s essential
nature to be like - ‘He is transcending or beyond the three states’
etc., becomes intelligible or comprehensible. This alone 1is his
purport and not that he has any resolute attachment in persisting
to affirm that - (a) the three states of Consciousness have the
support of one and the same time continuum ; (b) they have the
regular recurrence (Paryaya) of appearing one after another ;
(c) among the states there exists the memory of one in another ;
(d) this memory is actually of the essential nature of remem-
. brance alone. Just now we need not consider these controversial
topics like - (1) Whether the three states have the substratum of
time or not ? (1) Whether they are actually occurring one after
another or not ? (i11) Whether there is any scope or chance of
the memory of the dream and the deep sleep states occurring in
the waking or not ? All these will be taken up for detailed
deliberation in the second Chapter or Prakarana.

So far, on the strength of the Vyavaharika Drishti it has
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been determined that even if we analyse and deliberate upon our
Anubhava (Intuitive Experience) it is tantamomt to accepting
that - ‘Our Atman is beyond (transcendental to) the three states,
is One, Pure and unrelated.” If we discern the fact that even the
inviolable or infallible Sruti - which is propounding the Tattwa
(Ultimate Reality of Atman, Brahman), keeping Sarvatrikanubhava
(the universal Intuitive Experience) alone as the basis - is a valid
means or proof (Pramana) for this teaching, then it becomes clear
that this determination alone is the correct one. For instance, in

the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad it is stated thus : ‘9&9r HgME
SY ol IgESAd 7 9 W 9 @A ¥ CWEHEEIEERa W
| 95 9 11’ (Bri. 4-3-18). Just as a big fish like a whale, without
being washed away by the turbulent current of a river, freely,
leisurely roams about from one bank to the other, not de-
pending . upon either of the banks nor having anythmg to do

with them ‘and thereby we may reckon it to be ‘Asanga’
(unattached, unrelated) ; because the mud of either bank has
not stuck to the fish, we may also -reckon it to be ‘Shuddha’
(pure, clean) - in the same way, this Atman too, though He
appears to enter and experience the waking and the dream
states one after the other, He is beyond and is surpassing
both of them, remaining pure and untainted by them. Thus

on the analogy of this illustration of a big fish the Sruti is
teaching us the essential nature of Atman.

In the same vein, there is yet another Sruti : “qerafGmTHm
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Wqﬁﬁmgﬁmwwm?mwm 11", meaning :

Just as a falcon or a hawk, after having wandered -dbout in mzid-air
and getting exhausted, folds up its wings, returns to its nest and
enjoys complete rest - in the same way, this Atman, after having
carried out varied transactions either in the waking or in the dream,
gets exhausted and then enters into deep sleep alone ; therein He
does not see anything ; desiring anything, He does not slog for
attaining it - (Bri. 4-3-19). This Sruti sentence is clarifying the truth
that - ‘For Atman the Kama (desires) and Xarma (actions) that are
apparently seen to attach themselves in the waking and in the dream
are not at all reiated’. Therefore, the Siddhanta (spiriinal philoso-
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phy) that we comprehended by following the Vyavahara Drishti
and examining the three states of Consciousness is established to be
correct on the evidence of the Sruti teaching itself.

THE MEANING OF THE NAMES LIKE ‘VISHWA’ ETC.

It is necessary to determine here the exact meanings of
words like Vishwa, Vaishwanara, Taijasa, Prajna - which are
used in the Karikas and the Upanishad. For, in the texts
which have become popular these days (like the Tattwaviveka
of Panchadashi 17, 24, 29 ; Siddhantaleshsangraha 92-100 -
Choukhamba ; Vedantasara pp. 42, 46 ; 63-64 ; 69-70) there
is in vogue a convention of teaching that - ‘Vishwa’, ‘Taijasa’,
‘Prajiia’ are the names for Vyashti Jiva (the individual, micro-
cosmic soul), and in that order they are the selves identifying
themselves with waking, dream and decp sleep states, respec-
tively, and ‘Vaishwanara’, ‘Hiranyagarbha’, ‘I§wara’ are, in
that order, the different Samashti (macrocosmic lords of those
three states). Besides, the translations of the Hindi text -
‘Vrittiprabhakara’ by Sadhu Nishchaladasji are very popular in
our country. In that text, it has been propounded that the words
‘Hiranyagarbha’ and ‘Virat’ are used to refer to Jiva and
Iswara in different contexts and that these references become
justifiable, on the basis of ‘Shaktivritti’ (in the sense of power)
to Jiva and ‘Gaunavritti’ (in the secondary sense) to ISwara. In
addition to this, it has been written therin that - *“In the’
Mandiikkydpanishad it has been taught that ‘Trividhajivas’ (the
three types of Jivas) have to be meditated upon as identical
(Abhedachintana) with °‘Trividha IShwaras’ (three types of
Iswaras)” ! Further, it has been mentioned that - “The Mandiikya
Vachana has the ultimate or prime purport in teaching mere
Abhedachintana alone and not that therein the Tattwa (ihe
Ultimate Reality of Atman ) has been taught in consonance with
Vastuswarupa (the essential nature of the Reality as It is in
esse)” | (Vri. Pra. pp. 353-355). By these interpretations there is
every scope for more confusion being caused in the minds of the
Jijnasus (seekers). For these reasons, it becomcs quite necessary
here to deliberate upon the real purport behind these Piribhaskika
Shabdas (technical terms).

Can the words - ‘Vaishwanara’ and ‘Hiranyagarbha’ -
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be used as Jivavachaka (those signifying the transmigratory
soul) ? In the present text of Mandukya, how are these terms
used ? - this question let us examine. With regard to this topic
Shri Sankara has written in his Brihadaranyaka Bhashya (1-4-6) :
‘““Papmadaha (destruction of sins, demerits), Bhaya (fear), Arati
(absence of pleasure), Janma (rebirth) etc. - because these have
been mentioned in the Sruti they have perforce to be said to be
Samsarivachaka (referring to a transmigratory soul) alone ; even
so, here there is a special feature. The non-dual Paramatman
alone exists in the Absolute sense, but He is being dealt with
both as a Samsari due to association with adjuncts and as in His
essential nature as Asamsari ; from this point of view, for
Paramatman alone these words are used due to association with
adjuncts. The dealings of Hiranyagarbha being one and of many
forms are also of this nature alone. All the Jivas too, in the same
manner, as they appear with adjuncts are Samsaris as also of
tnany or various forms ; but' from the Paramartha Drishti they are
all Paramatman alone. In the case of Hiranyagarbha, especially,
because the adjunct is infinitely or exceedingly pure or subtle, He
is being called in Srutis and Smritis ‘Parameshwara’ alone ; He
is referred to as ‘Samsari’ rarely at some places. For Jivas only
- because of their abundance of impurities in their adjuncts,
mostly the dealings as Samsaris are many, but from the stand-
point of their Nirupadhikaripa (essential nature devoid of all
forms of adjuncts) they are all of the very essence of Paramatman
indeed”. (Bri. Bh. 1-4-6, its gist).

Secondly, if we deliberate upon the question - “In what
manner have these words been used in the Mandikya
Upanishad and in the Agama Prakarana Karikas which are
of the form or nature of a commentary on it ?” - then there
does not exist any Pramana (valid evidence) whatsoever to say
or conclude : “In Mandukya Upanishad, an Abhedachintana has
been taught between the Vyashti Jivas and ISwara of
Samashtirupa”. In Mandukya it has been instructed in the manner
- “Om - this letter is all this” ; “All this is verily Brahman” ;
“This Atman is Brahman” - in order to give an explanation of
Omkara as also the Brahmatmaikya (the identity between Brah-
man and Atman), and further in it there exist sentences which
propound that the entire world of duality that appears to all of
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us is verily ‘Omkara’ or ‘Brahman’ ; but there are no words like
‘Upasita’ (one should meditate), ‘Dhyayet’ (one should contem-
plate) etc., which stipulate by way of an injunction Dhyana
(meditation, contemplation), anywhere in the text. In the case of
the Karikas too, there is no trace of statements like - “Vishwa
should be meditated or contemplated upon as Virat” - to be
found anywhere. In his Bhashyas Shri Sankara has stressed the

point that all these four Prakaranas are ‘aQIEERESIE:’ - mean-

ing, ‘The quintessence of the teachings of Vedanta’ - indeed, and
not that they describe Upasanas. He has said : The determination
of meanings of Omkara is : “Atmatattwapratipatyupayabhiitam”
- meaning, “It is a device (Upaya) for attaining JhAzna (Intuitive
Knowledge or Experience) of Atmatattwa (the Ultimate Reality
of Atman)” and not that either in the Upanishad or in this
Prakarana the Pranava Chintana (meditation on Omkara) has been
considered. Even if we realize the mearu'ng° of the sentence
occurring in Muktikopanishad : “vgFgRERa qHEO fawa’ -
meaning  “For* Mumukshus Mandukya alone is. sufficient to
enable them to aftain Mukti” - we will have to reckon that from
ttime immemorial the opinion that this Upanishad teaches Jiiana
which is instrumental in attaining Sadyodmukti (i.e. Liberation in
this very life - also called Jivanmukti in Vedantic parlance) has
been acknowledged on all hands. Therefore, it is proper to reckon
that both the Upanishad and the Karika have the one singular
purport of teaching the Vastuswarupa.

Further, if we examine the query - “The word ‘Vaishwa-
nara’ used in the Upanishad and the word ‘Vishwa’ used in
the Karika - between these two words does one indicate
Samashti (macrocosmic aspect) and the other Vyashti (micro-
cosmic aspect) ?”’ - to conclude in this manner, we do not find
any support or valid evidence. The word ‘Vaishwanara’, as used
in the Chandogya Upanishad, is the name given to Brahman
alone who is Upasya (the object of meditation). Shri Sarkara has
stated that the qualifying word ‘Saptariga’ (endowed with seven
limbs or parts) which is described in the Upanishad, is applicable
or suitable only to ISwara with proper reasons. While dealing
with the etymological deduction (Vyutpatti) of the word
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‘Vaishwanara’, Shri Sankara has stated : - ‘fafwi =Romy seiw

A 44MR:’ - meaning, “Because He enables all Jivas to carry
on their mundane affairs in various ways, He is called

Vaishwanara” ; ‘ag =1 fagww s w9 sfq faamm: ; faaR @

FgFR:  ; WAMUerHIsTa@R - meaning, “The human being who is
Vishwa (the universe) is Vishwanara ; to the word ‘Vishwanara’
itself when the Swarthapratyaya (by virtue of a particular gram-
matical usage indicating a subjective aspect) it gets converted into
‘Vaishwanara’ ; because He is Abhinna (non-different from all
embodied souls, He is called Vaishwanara”. Therefore, it be-
comes definite, certain that the Sruti which has used this word
of ‘Vaishwianara’ does not at all refer to Jiva.

In the case of the Karikas of Shri Gaudapadacharya, espe-
cially, the word ‘Vishwa’ is found, but the word ‘Vaishwanara’
i1s not found. It is reasonable and proper to expect this teacher,
who has undertaken the task of explaining the Upanishad, has
indicated the meaning of the word ‘Vaishwanara’ by the word
- *“Vishwa’. In the same way, it is proper indeed to reckon that the
words ‘Taijasa’, ‘Prajiia’ are significant terms for Parameshwara
alone and not for Jivas. Only then, what has been expounded in
the Upanishad as - “Vaishwanara’, ‘Taijasa’ and ‘Prajina’ are
Atman’s three Pidas (quarters)” - fully agrees with what Shri
Gaudapada has explained with all his heart as - “These three are,
in fact, indicating one and the same Atman and not that each one
refers to one part of Atman” - and further it becomes fully in

agreement with the meaning of his statement - ‘& €& a1 9@,

meaning - “Those who are knowledgeable (seers) say that one
and the same