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APPROACH OF HINDUISM TO ITS SCRIPTURES

The Vedas occupy a unique position in Hinduism. Even the
distinction between a believer and a non-believer is made in Hinduism,
not on the ground of belief or dis-belief in God but on the ground of
belief or disbelief in the authority of the Vedas. Six orthodox systems
of philosophy, or dastika darsanas of Hinduism, as they are called,
are regarded as orthodox or astika simply because all these systems
of philosophy believe in the authority of the Vedas. Some of these
systems are regarded as gstika (orthodox) only on this ground even
if they do not believe in the existence of God, e.g- Mimamsa and
Simkhya philosophies, which do not believe in the existence of
God, are regarded as astika darsanas simply because they believe
in the authority of the Vedas. Similarly Buddhism, Jainism, and
Carvaka are regarded as heterodox or ndastika darsanas, not on the
ground that they do not believe in the existence of God but on
the ground that they do not believe in the authority of the Vedas.
In recent times, during the 19th Century, the Vedic authority has
also been questioned by some thinkers of Hindu Renaissance
movement like Debendranath Tagore and Keshab Chandra Sen, while
others like Swami Dayananda Saraswati have, on the other hand,
been famous for their championing the theory of Vedic infallibility
and advocating religious and social reforms on the basis of an appeal
to the Vedic authority.

Dayakrishna has raised certain significant questions about the
Vedic corpus. "When one asks oneself the question as to what it
is whose authority is being invoked or being denied, one does not
find from the texts or the tradition any clear or definite answer”,
says Dayakrishna.l If it is regarded that the Mantras and Brahmanas
constitute the Vedas, then "do the Brahmanas’/, asks Dayakrishna,
“include or exciude the Aranyakas and the Upanisads”? and again
"in case they are taken to include the latter, the question would

1. Cf. Dayakrishana, °‘‘The Vedic Corpus: Some Questions’’, J/CPR Vol. Iil,
No. 1, Autumn, 1985, p. 103.
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arise as to whether they include all of them or only some of them''.
The problem of course is there, and Dayakrishna has done well in
raising these significant questions for clarification. According to
Swami Dayanand Saraswati, the term 'Veda' should apply only to
the Samhitds, not to the Brahmapas, Aranyakas, and Upanisads.
The usual approach, however, has been to include the Mantras, the
Brahmanas, the Arapyakas and the Upanisads in the Vedic Corpus
while excluding obviously the later Upanisads, some of which are
.composed even as late as thirteenth or fourteenth century, And'this
would be alright, | suppose, for our purpose in the present context.
The definition given in Apastambiya Paribhasa Satra, 1.33 includes
both Mantra and Brdhmapa as the Veda- ‘"‘Mantra Brahmanayoh
Vedanamadheya,;u''. Sayaniacarya, it is true, has identified the Mantras
to be the Vedas, although he also admits that the Vedas consist
of both Mantras and Brahmapas, simply because the Brahmanas
are only exposition of the Mantras, ""Yadyapi Mantra Brahmanatmako
Vedah, tatha Brahmanasya mantravyakhyanasvaripatvat mantra evadau
samamnata”. Arapyakas and the Upanisads, except of course the
later Upanisads, have been included also in the Vedic tradition as the
‘Sruti (being literally heard by the disciples from their masters), and
it would therefore be proper to have this extended use in our mind
when we discuss about the Vedic corpus. ''The real reason for
calling the Vedas ‘Sruti’”, according to Sri Chandrasekharendra
Saraswati, the Sankaricirya of Kanchi Kamakotipitham, the 68th in
the line of succession from Adiankara, “is that sounds that are
inaudible to ordinary men were indeed heard by the Rishis, and
these were then passed on by them to the disciples as they were
heard by them. Thus, the Vedic sounds were revealed to the Rishis
when they were properly attuned to receive them through their
Tapas. Hence the Vedas came to be known as ‘Sruti’ or that which
.was heard.”'2

Some of the astika darsanas like Vedianta not only believe in the
authority of the Vedas but are also directly grounded in what is
‘well-known as the Prasthana trayi or threefold basic taxts, viz,
Upanisads, the Bhagavad Gita and the Brahma Satras. Upanisads
themselves are regarded as the concluding portion of the Vedas, as
they are considered to be Vedinta proper (the end of the Vedas).

2. Sri Chandrasekharandra Saraswati, The Vedas (Bharatiya Vidya Bhawan, 1988),
p. 13.
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It is thus that the authority of the Vedas gets further confirmed in the
case of Vedanta Philosophy because of its direct dependence on the
Prasthina trayi. Once again, one finds that Dayakrishna has some
reservations regarding Prasthantrayi itself because according to him,
"the general impression regarding the authoritative character of the
so-called Prasthana trayi for the Vedanta Acaryas is not sustained
by the evidence, as many of them have not only not written any
commentaries on the Upanisads or the Brahma-Sutras, but even on
the Gita which forms the third text of the triad’’.3 While generally
agreeing with Dayakrishna in respect of his insightful observations,
it is difficult to see why he is so incisive in his attack on Radha-
krishnan in this regard when he says, “One wonders how, in the
light of this evidence, the myth of the Prasthanatrayi came to be
accepted even by such scholars as Radhakrishnan who himself wrote
commentaries on the first three (i. e. the Brahma-Sutras, the Upanisads,
and the Gita), falsefy imagining that he was following in the
footsteps of the great Acaryas’’,* Even in one of his recent articles also
Dayakrishna refers to what he calls ""the famous myth of the Prasthana
Trayi'.5 Prasthanatrayi is not a myth, afterall, because both the Acaryas,
Sankara and Madhva, have written their commentaries on the Brahma-
sitras, Upanisads, and the Gitd, although Madhvacarya has also
written an independent commentary on the Bhagavsta in addition.
It is note worthy that the Bhagavata was considered to be a natural
commentary (Akrtrima bhasya) on the Brahma-sitra by Sri Caitanya,
and it was given a special status by the Vaisnava Aciryas with
Caitanya’s leanings. Such differences in emphasis on the traditional
literatures are quite expected and natural. But from this it does
not follow that the concept of Prasthanatrayi is only a myth.
Brahma-sitras, Upanisads, and the Gitg have a special status, so to say,
in the Vedantic tradition, and Radhakrishnan was obviously following
in the footsteps of Acarya Saiikara when he thought it necessary
to write independent commentaries on all the three basic texts, the

3. Dayakrishna, Op. Cit., p. 105,

4. Ibid.

5, Cf, Dayakrishna, ‘‘Vedanta in the First Millennium A. D.: The case study of
Retrospective lllusion imposed by the Historiography of Indian Philosophy’’,
JICPR, June, 1996, "'The Brahma Sutras remained entirely unnotised unti! the
appearance of Sapkara who wrote his commentary on them along with the
Upanisads and the Bhagavad gita which resulted in the famous myth of the
Prasthana Trayi*.
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Brahma Sitras, Upanisads and the Gita. As far as the Upanisads
are concerned, it is worth noting, Sankara has written his commentary
only on ten Upanisads; it is further note-worthy that Raminuja and
Madhva have also written commentaries on these ten Upanisads
only. This by itself should point to the pre-eminence of the ten
Upanisads, Dasopanisad as they are called, in the tradition; they
are, Isa, Katha, Prasna, Mupdaka, Mandikya, Taittiriya, Aitareya,
Chandogya and Brhadarapyaka. Itis true that many of the Acaryas
have not written independent commentaries on the Upanisads but
from this it does not follow that the Upanisads do not form a
triad (Prasthdna trayi) along with the Brahma-satra and the Gitd
for the Vedantic Acaryas. The fact is that both the Brahma-Sitra
and the Giti are supposed to contain the quintessence of the
Upanisadic philosophy. Radhakrishnan’s point was not entirely
baseless when he said that ‘‘they (i.e. the Brahma-Sitra, the
Upanigsads and the Gita) form together the absolute standard for
the Hindu religion™.6 '

But why are the Vedas considered to be so very important,
so very authoritative in Hinduism? Bhartrhari points out that
different branches of learning which educate mankind have originated
from the Vedas :‘'Vidhatustasya lokanawm angopanaganibandhanah,
vidyabhedah pratayante jiiana samskarahetavah.'? According to the
great commentator Siayanacarya, from the Vedas we come to know
about the extraordinary ways by which we can achieve our good
and eradicate the evil : ‘'/stapraptianistaparihdrayoralaukikam
updyam yo vedayati sa vedah''. That which cannot be known
either through pratyaksa (perception) or through anumiti (inference),
that Reality can be known only through the Vadas, ‘Pratyaksenanum-
itya va yastipdyo no budhyate, Enam vidanti Vedena tasmad
Vedasya vedati.”” (As quoted by Siyana). According to Manu, the
Vedas are like the eyes eternal through which everything can be
seen or known, '‘Pitrdevamanugsyanam Vedascaksuh sandtanam,
asakyam caprameyanea Vedasastramitisthitih."”

Even amongst those who believe in the authority of the Vedas,
there is a controversy whether the Vedas are eternal or they are

* 6. Radhakrishnan, The Hindu view of life (Blackie & Son publishers, Bombay,
1983) p. 18.

7. Vakyapadiya. 1. 10.
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created by God. The controversy between the Mimairisaks and
Naiydyikas in this regard is well-known. According to the Mimamskas,
the Vedas are eternal, apauruseya, not creation of any person. The
Rsis of the Veda are not the creators, not the authors of the
Mantras; they only discovered the same (Rsayo mantradrastdrah).
"“"We Hindus’’, says Sri Chandrasekharendra Saraswati. one of the
typical representatives of Hinduism, ‘’call the Vedas, our Sacred
texts, as Apaurusheyam meaning not authored by purusha or man,
man being merely an instrument of God to spread His words’’.8
Udayanacarya, the great Naiyayika, has tried to prove that the
vedas have originated from God, they are not eternal. For this, the
Vedic mantra itself ‘‘Tasmat yajiiat sarvabhata rcah samani yajriire’’
is cited as an evidence. As the Vedas are produced by God, who
is eternal and omniscient, they are the means of valid knowledge
according to the Naiyayikas, whereas the validity of the Vedas on
Mimamsaka's view is because of the fact that they are eternal
and as such free from all human defects.

Sruti passages including the Vedic mantras are evidently given
different interpretations by the philosophers of different schools
to suit their theories. On the Vedintic view, the Vedas emanate
from Brahman; this is corroborated by Sruti itself as follows: " Asya
mahato Bhidtasya nihs’vasitam yat Rgvedo yajurvedah, Samavedéstharva
Vedah,” “The Rgveda etc. have been breathed forth from that great
Being.”® This has been cited by Acarya Sankara in his commentary
on the .Brahma Sitra, 1.1.3, Sastrayonitvit. It is interesting to
note that Sankara has given two alternative explanations of this
Brahma Stutra. In one of the interpretations Sankara says that Brahman
is the source of the great body of scriptures possessing the
quality of omniscience, for the emanation of a body of scriptures
possessing the quality of omniscience cannot be sought elsewhere
but in omniscience itself. It is found that the man from whom
some special doctrine referring to one particular knowledge originates,
as for instance Grammar from Painini, possesses a more extensive
knowledge than his work. What idea then shall we have to form
of the supreme omniscience and omnipotence of that Great Being
who in sport as it were, like a man easily sending forth his
breath, has produced the vast body of scriptures known as Rgveda

8. Sri Chandrasekharendra Saraswati, Op. Cit., p. 1.
9, Cf. Byhadarapyaka Upanisad, 1l. lv. 10,
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etc. , the mine of all knowledge (sarvajianakarasya), consisting
of manifold branches (anekasakha bheda bhinnasya), the source
of the distinction of all the different classes and conditions of gods,
animals, and men (Deva tiryanmanusya varpasramadi prabibhiga
hetoh). Here Sankara has enumerated the special distinctions of
the Vedic scripture and has also pointed out the greatness of
Brahman who is the source of such a body of scriptures. In
the second interpretation of the same siitra, Sankara has pointed
out that the scriptures like Rgveda etc. are the source i.e, the
means of right knowledge through which we understand the nature
of Brahman. Through scripture only as ameans of right knowledge
Brghman is known to be the source of the origin, sustenance and
the destruction of the world (sastradeva pramanat jagato janmadikarnam
Brahmdadhigamyata ityabhiprayah).

Here lies the outstanding difference between Mimamsi, known
as Pirva Mimimsa also, and vedinta that, while Vedanta lays
emphasis on the philosophical portion (jidna kdnda) of the Vedas,
consisting of the Upanisads, Mimamsa is a staunch believer inthe
ceremonial portions of the Vedas known as Karma kanda. Jaimini
goes to the extent of declaring that, “"as the purport of the scripture is
action, those scriptural passages whose purport is not action are
purportless’’ **Amnayasya kriyarthatvadanarthakya;;:”.19 The whole
commentary or Sankariciarya on Brahma sitra 1.1.4. ‘‘Tettu Sama-
nvayat’ is devoted to the refutation of this view of Mimamsa
which is action-orientated and gives a pragmatic interpretation of
the scriptural, meaning. The entire body of scripture, according to
Vedinta on the other hand, possesses authority only in so far as
it gives information about Brahman, an existing Reality. This Is a
major difference between Vedinta and Mimamsa. Another point of
difference between these two systems is that, while Mimédmsa holds
that the Vedas are eternal and do not depend on any agent either
for emanation or creation, Vedanta believes in the Vedas, having
emanated from God. But i§vara or the Lord, it should be noted,
is not free to create the Vedas as He likes, according to Vedantas;
He manifests it in the very form it had in a previous aeon, and
since there is no absolute beginning of the world, there was no
time when the Veda was wholly non-existent. The beginninglessness

10. Jaimini, Mimamsa Sutra, 1.2.1.
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of the world and the manifestation of the Veda in strict dependence
on its prior form are also to be known only from the Veda.
According to Sri. Chandrasekharendra Saraswati, ‘‘the point to note
here is that even God is not said to have brought the Vedas into
existence. It would be incorrect to say that we created our own
breath. It exists from the time we started existing. So are iswara
and the Vedas’'.!11 The views on the apauruseyaira of the Vedas
are practically, however, not very much different from each other
as far as Mimamsa and Vedanta are concerned, as is evident from
the following remarks of Vacaspati, ‘‘Purusasvatantryamatram
apaurugeyatva,, rocayante Jaiminiya api taccasmdka, api sama-
nam...'12,

The Vedas have. the status of the revealed text and that is why
they are regarded as Sruti, while other literatures like the
Bhagavadgitid, Apastamba’s Dharma satra, Manu Smyti, Kapila Smyti
etc., although considered quite important in the tradition, have got
a. secondary status in comparision with Sruti texts and are regarded
as Smyti or tradition. Smrtis, being the work of human authors
and being dependent on human memory, cannot be infallible.
Sankaracarya is quite clear on this issue, as is evident from his
commentary on the Brahmasitra, 2.1.1., “Smytyanavakasa doga
prasanga iti cet nanyasmrtyanavakasa dosaprasangat’’. Here Sankara
explicitly points out that ‘‘the authoritativeness of the Veda with
regard to the matters stated by it is independent and direct, just
as the-light of the sun is the direct means of our knowledge. of
form and colour”, “Vedasya hi nirapeksam svartha pramanyam
Raveriva ripavisaye’’. As far as Smytis are concerned, only those
Smrtis which follow Sruti are to be considered as authoritative,
while all others are to be disregarded, says Sankara. “"Srutyanusarinyah
Smyrtayah pramanam, anapeksya itarap’”. This is very much in keeping
with the tradition of Mimarmsal?, where Mimarsa Siatra, 1.3.3.,
states, "'Virodhe tvanapeksam syddasti hyanumana”. i.e. ''Where
there : is contradiction between Sruti and Smyti, Smyti is to . be
disregarded; where there is no contradiction Smyti is to be recognised
as there is inference in that case of Smrti being founded on Sruti.”

11. Sri Chandrasekharendra Saraswati, Op. Cit, p. 6.

12. Vjzcaspati Migra, Bhamati, 1.1,3.

13. cCt. Smytipramanyadhikarape, Sruti-prabalyidhikarapa etc. in the Mimamsa
sitras, for Jaimini’'s approach to Smyti.
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But why exactly are these revealed texts, Sruti as they are
called, of paramount importance at all? Acarya Sankara and others
have, as we have seen already, ascribed their infallibility to the fact that
either they are not known to be created by any human being, they
are apaurugeya and eternal or they owe their origin to an omniscient
Being i.e. God and so on. Although Naiyayikas, Mimamsakas and
Vedantins, all accept the Veda as authoritative, they of course advance
various reasons for its authoritative character. In the contemporary
framework Halbfass has raised the same question once again in
a straight forward, though in a slightly different, way, when he
asks, “Why did they rely on the Veda, and only on the Veda?
Why not on any other kind of ‘revelation’? Why did they not simply
recognize the need for ‘revelation’, or ‘objective epiphany’, as such
and in generai’’?1¢ Buddhists at least did not subscribe to such
a view. Halbfass seems to find an answer to the above question in
the ““internal muitiplicity and variety”” of the Vedic literature. The Veda,
according to Halbfass "contains a great variety of forms of expression
and instructions. It documents the thought of many centuries, and
reflects fundamental changes in orientation. But, in a sense, it is
this internal multiplicity and variety itself, this challenging and sug-
gestive chaos, that accounts for the significance of the Veda in
Hindu philosophy. It provides an elusive and ambiguous guidance,
an open, yet authoritative frame work, with suggestive hermeneutic
patterns and precedents and inherent appeals to human reflexivity’.15
I have little difficulty in agreeing more or less with what Halb-
fass has to say about the Vedic authority, but it is not clear to
me why Halbfass talks of ““chaos” and ‘‘elusive and ambiguous
guidance” in the context of Vedic literature. The Vedas certainly
do not deserve such downright condemnation, at least no more than
any other revealed text or world-literature for that matter. Such
derogatory terms could be applied as a matter of fact in case of
any richly suggestive literature, provided our aim is to find fault
with the same. The real cause of the attraction of the Vedas,
according to me, lies in its antiquity along with its highly suggestive
character; there is no question of its being chaotic or ambiguous.
Yiske has talked of several interpretation of the Vedas. The different
interpretations are possible because of this highly suggestive

14, Wilhelm Halbfass, Tradition and Reflection (State University of New York Press,
1991), p. 39.
16, /bid., p. 40,
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character of the Vedic literature which has come down to us in
different phases from the most ancient times. We do not know
about any author of this vast literature and it is also not possible
on our part to assume that the Veda owes its origin to a particular
sage or seer. The Vedas are rather the revelations manifesting
themselves for the entire mankind from the earliest times, revelations
that were received by the earliest receptive spirit of man. That is
why the Vedas stand on a separate footing, so to say. It is un-
doubtedly most significant that when we begin to speculate about
the origin of the Veda, we cannot ascribe its origin to any particular
man, any particular Rsi: so to say. The Rs/ only is the receptacle
of the revelation. It is this, that endows the Vedas with a unique
and a sort of primeval attraction in the mind of man. When we
come to fix the date of the Rgveda, we find a great deal of
controversy of course amongest the Eastern and the Western scholars.
However, there is no doubt about its being “the oldest literary
monument of the Indo-European languages’’16 This speaks of its
antiquity. This antiquity along with its highly suggestive literature
developing through different phases of Karmakanda, Jiianakanda etc.
on which a varieties of interpretation could be put has made it
permanently attractive to the human mind throughout the ages, and
its unique position as arevealed text is also ensured by these very
characteristics.

But one thing should be born in mind when we are discussing
the attitude of Hindu scholars to the Vedic authority. It is not
that different parts of the Vedas are equally authoritative for all the
Hindu philosophers or Aciryas, It has already been pointed out
earlier that because of Mimamsa’s emphasis on the Karmakanda,
the whole of the Vedic corpus is given an action-orientated in-
terpretation by the philosophers of the Mimamsa school whereas
the Vedantins give greater emphasis on the passages giving information
about Brahman like Tattvamasi (That Thou art) and Satyam Jiianam
anantam Brahma (Brahman is truth, knowledge and infinite) etc.
than on any action-orientated passage. But although in matters of
ultimate Reality or Brahman, the Vedic authority is regarded as
supreme or. infallible in Vedinta, if any passage of the Sruti comes

16. A. C. Macdone, A Vedic Reader (Oxford University Press, 1951), Introduction,
P. xi.
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in conflict with empirical facts and with other means of valid knowl-
edge in connection with mundane matters, such passage cannot be
taken as authoritative. Under such circumstances the Sruti, texts
must be given a figurative or allegorical interpretation. Thus we
come across the well-known statement of Sankara, “Na ca Sruti
Satamapi Sitogniraprakdso veti brivatpramanyamupaiti.”’t? Hundreds
of Sruti texts cannot be regarded as pramadana if they declare fire
to be cold or devoid of lightt ““No one can accept something
which is opposed to what is seen’, says Sankara in Brhadaranyaka
Bhasya, 1.4.10, “Na ca drstavirodhah kenacidabhyupagamyate'.

It is not only that Sruti cannot be vaild if it comes_ in con-
flict with other means of valid knowledge, as mentioned above;
the attitude towards Sruti is, in any case, not a servile one, if the
generic approach of the Acaryas like Sankara, Ramanuja and Madhva to
Sruti are to be counted in this regard. Each one of these great Acaryas
gives novel interpretations of the Sruti by emphasising ditferent
Sruti - statements or even by giving different interpretation of the
same Sruti-texts such as Tattvamasi. (That thou art). Even the text
""Sa dtma tattvamasi Svetaketo’’ of Chandogya is construed as “’Sa
atma atattvamsi’’ in order to make room for the dualistic Vedanta of
Madhva. Looking at the way these Acaryas deal with Sruti-texts,
one may wonder, at least in certain contexts, if they are only paying
a liployalty to the Sruti. Let us take the case of Sankara in a
somewhat greater detail. It is true that he refers to Sruti passages
from time to time in order to corroborate his advaita theory and
explicitly points out that Brahman which is most abstruse is to be
comprehended through revelation (Sruti), not through mere reasoning
(tarka).1® Reasoning has a significant role to play in so far asit
follows the Sruti texts (dgamanusari tarka). Brahman is said to
be Sabdamila Sabdapramdnaka,!® by Sankara, to show that without
the help of the Sruti texts Brahman cannot be comprehended in
any case. Vakyartha vicarapa (analysis of the meaning the passages
of the Sruti) is a necessary prerequisite of the realisation of Brahman
ot Brahmavagati,?® But which Sruti texts are to be analysed and

17. Sepkara‘’s Gits Bhasya, 18.67.

18. Cf. Sapkara’'s Brahma satra Bhagsya, ''Stutyavagzhyam evedam atigagpbhjram
Brahma, na tarkzvagzhyam®’.

19. Cf. Sepkara, Brahma Satra Bhagya, 2.1.27.

20. Ibid, 1.1.2, "Vakyartha vicarapadhyavasgna nirvrtta hi Brahmavagatih,’'*
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which particular texts should assume priority in this regard, whether
all Sruti texts are of equal authority or there are some texts which
are of secondary importance, all this is decided by Sankara himself
in accordance with his Advaitic leanings. This is the most interesting
feature of the attitude of Hindu thinkers towards the scriptures or
Sruti. Wherever Sruti in the sense of authority, a group of texts
coming down to us from time immemorial, comes to clash with
other means of valid knowledge, it is suggested by Sankara that such
Srut! passage be taken in a secondary sense.?! This explicity shows
that Sruti in the sense of authority is merely subordinate to other means
of valid knowledge according to Sankara. Akhandirthaka vakyas like
Tattvamasi are, on the other hand, authoritative as distinguished from
vidhivikyas and samsargavagahi vakyas in Sankara Vedianta, Vakyartha
ultimately comes to mahagvakyartha and vicgrana is a critical analysis
leading to the realisation of Advaita, where we take into consideration
not only the explicit meaning but also the implicit significance of
statements like Tattvamasi, not merely vacyartha but also the /aksyartha
is taken into consideration. All the statements of the Upanisads are
obviously not of the same status, according to Sankara. Whenever
scriptural passages speak of creation in detail or of Brahmaparinima
with - all its paraphernalia, their actual purpose according to Sankara
lies elswhere. All such scriptural passages speaking of parindima,
or- actual transformation of Brahman are significant according to him
only in so far as they make us realise the non-dual self or the
identity of the Brahman with Atman which alone makes us free.
His own words in this regard are significant and are worth citing
at some length. ‘‘Na ceyam parinamasrutih parinamapratipadanartha,
tatpratipattu phalanavagamat, sarvavyavaharahina Brahmatmabhava
partipadanarthd tvesa tatpratipattau phativagamat'’ .22 The mahavakyas,
as they are called, have a privileged status, therefore, according
to Sankara so far as Brahmanubhava is concerned which alone
constitutes the paramapurusdrtha, the highest end (nihsreyasa). They
are called akhanddrthaka vakyas to be contrasted with samsargavagahi
vakyas; though relational in form, they simply point to an identity
of meaning of the expressions (anyonyatadatmya). As Sankara clearly
points out in his Vakya Vrtti, "Samsargo va visisto va vakyartho

21. Cf. Brahma Sutra Bhasya, 2.1.13, “Yadyapl Srutih pramayam svavisaye bhavatl,
tathapi pramayantareypa visayapahariyyapara bhavitumarhati, yatha mantrarthavadau®’.

22. Cf $§apkara, Brahmassatra Bhagya, 2.1.27.
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natra sammatah, akhapdaikarasatvens vakyartho vidugam matah’”. The
direct meanings of the words ‘Thou’ and ‘That’ for example in the
statement 'Thou art That' being mutually incompatible, Sankara sugge-
sts that bhdagalaksana should be adopted for the proper understanding
of this statement. Riamanuja and Madhva on the other hand have their
own respective axes to grind in this regard. This clearly shows
the attitude of Hindu thinkers to the scriptures; although the au-
thority of Sruti texts is considered to be of supreme importance,
we do not find any slavish imitation or following of Sruti by the
Acaryas in any context. Different interpretations of Sruti texts are
not only permitted; such interpretations are actually taken resort to
by the different Acaryas inorder to establish their own theories.

Here our survey cannot be said to complete even in a
working sense, unless it is pointed out that certain specific texts
other than the Vedas and Upanisads are considered to be of
paramount importance and authority in certain schools of Hindu
thought. The most important in this regard is Srimad Bhagavata
which, as has been pointed out earlier, was considered to be a
non-artificial or natural commentary (akrtrima) Bhasya) on the
Brahma-sutra of Badariyana by no less a personality than Sri
Caitanya who was the leader of the medieval Bhakti movement.
It is said that Sri Caitanya never felt the necessity of writing an
independent commentary on the Brahma-sitras on account of this
nor did his immediate disciples, following him, write any such
commentary. The necessity was felt only later when Baladeva
Vidaya bhusana had to take up the challenge at a philosophers’
meet of proving that Caitanya’'s disciples belonged to an independent
school of thought, and it was Baladeva Vidyibhusana who subse-
quently took on himself the task of writing an independent commen-
tary from the acintya bhedi bheda point of view on the Brahma
Satras, known as Govida Bhdsya. Such is the unique prestige and
importance of Srimad Bhagavata in the Vaisnavite school of thought.
Corresponding to this we also have Saiva-§akta dgamas on which
great Tantiric scholars like Abhinavagupta rely heavily. Somananda
in his Sivadrsti refers to the school of Saiktas as allied to his own
Saiva school. Pratyabhijiidhrdaya is refered to as Sakti-siatra by
Bhiskara.2? By the end of eighth century Saivism had spread

23. Cf. M. M. Gopinath Kaviraj, Aspects of Indian Thought (The University of
Burdwan, 1984.), pp. 179-180.
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throughout India and they had their own corpus of scripture
known as the Agamas. The TiruVacaka;,, of Manikka Vasagar
(Manikya Vacaka in Sanskrit) along with the works of a series of
saints devoted to Lord Siva, known as the Tamilveda’, deserve a
special mention in this context. Above all, there is the Bhagavad
Gita, of course, which although considered to be a Smyti text, is
the most important and the most influential of all the Hindu scriptures,
as is evident from the numerous commentaries written on it not
only by the ancient Aciryas but also by modern scholars like
Balgangadhar Tilak and Vinoba Bhave. Mahatma Gandhi had held
the Gitad in the highest esteam. But once again, the interpretations
are so very different from each other, whether it is in the case
of a Sankara, a Ramanuja or a modern scholar like Tilak, that there
is enough scope for independent thinking even within the frame-work
of the Grta itself. Such is the highly suggestive style of its writing
that the ideology of a votary of ahimsa like Mahatma Gandhi, of
a devotee like Ramanuja, of an Advaitin like Sankara, and of a
Karma-yogir like Tilak can all be accommodated easily within its
framework. A purely rationalist interpretation of the Gitd has also
been attempted in modern times by Bairagi Misra of Orissa.2¢ This,
in a nut shell, speaks of the attitude of Hinduism towards its
different scriptures which, to say the least, allows sufficient room
for independent thinking within the framework of loyalty and de-
votion: one of the reasons for this lies in the very open-endedness
and the open texture of the Scriptures themselves.

Research, Delhi, 1987), ‘Rationalisam of the Gita’, pp. 79-82,




