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The Upanishads® are perhaps the most famous of the sacred texts of India.
Only the Gita may presumably dispute this place. Besides being acknowledged
as sacred and thus surrounded by an aura of religious authority, they are also
the fountainhead of one of the major schools of Indian philosophy usually
designated as Vedanta. The history of the discovery of these texts along with
that of their transiation and publication is well known. But what is perhaps
not so well known, except amongst the very specialized scholars of the subject,
is the history of the texts themselves and how they have come to be known and
designated as the Upanishads. Even amongst the specialists, the awareness of
the problem and the issues related thereto is only marginal. It would be no
exaggeration to say that the tradition concerning what are regarded as the
Upanishads is largely accepted uncritically and repeated as read or heard from
the so-called ‘authorities” whom, in the context of the Indian tradition, one
has learnt not to question.

The number of texts constituting the Upanishads is not exactly settled and
most scholars make a distinction between the major and the minor Upani-
shads. Yet, the dominant tradition in India treats them as a part of the Sruti,
that is, as an integral part of the Vedas without noticing the incompatibility
between the two contentions. If they are an integral part of the Vedas, how can
there be a distinction of major and minor between them or a dispute about
their exact number? It may be urged that the situation with respect to the
Vedas is no different, as the status of one of the Vedas, that is, the Atharva-
veda s not generally regarded as equal to those of the other Fedas. Even amongst
the other three, there is what may be called an order of priority or hier-
archy amongst the Rg, Yajur and Sama in that order. Even if this be conceded,
it would be accepted that there is, in the case of the Vedas, such a thing as a
closure of the canon which does not seem to have been the case with respect
‘to the Upaniskads as they continued to be composed long after the Vedic cor-
pus was finalized. Everyone talks about the Allohpanishad, but no one seems
to see the significance of it. If one could think of writing such an Upanishad,

‘then obviously the Upanishads could not have been regarded as an integral

part of the Vedas, as everyone seems to take for granted today. The same is
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true of the ‘sectarian’ Upanishads. The very fact that they continued to be
written is ample proof that no one thought of the Upanishads in the same way
as they thought of the Vedas.

It is, of course, a matter of dispute even within the tradition as to what is
to be regarded as the Veda in the strict sense of the term. The dispute concerns
the Brdhmanas and the Aranyakas, besides the Upanishads. But whether the
former two are regarded as an integral part of the Vedas or not, they did not
continue to be composed beyond a certain period which was reached very early
in the tradition, a situation far different from that of the Upanishads which
continued to be composed till almost the thirteenth century. It may, therefore,
be safely surmised that the Brahmanas and the Aranyakas were treated as
having reached a finality within the Vedic corpus in the sense that nothing
more could be added to them, a situation which was absent in the case of the
Upanishads. To provide a spurious continuity with the Vedic tradition and
treat them as an integral part of the Vedic corpus, all such Upanishads as were
written later were ascribed to the Atharvaveda, thus indirectly confirming the
slightly inferior status which had been given to it from the very beginning as
compared with the other three Vedas, which have been distinctively referred
to as Trayi.

In fact, though the term Upanishad is found even in the Rgveda as a title in
Hymn No. 145 of the tenth Mandala, it was not regarded so sacred or sacro-
sanct as not to be used in profane contexts. Kautilya’s Arthashastra uses it in
the sense of secret weapons to destroy the enemy and Vatsyayana’s Kamasutra,
according to Keith, uses it in an analogous manner also. If the fact of this usage
is taken into account along with the continuing production of Upanishads as
late as the end of the thirteenth century or even the first half of the sixteenth
century, depending upon the date assigned to the commentary of Lakshmidhara
on Saundaryalahari, the Sakta Upanishads seem, by common consent, to have
been written very late. Yet, if the Upanishads not only continued to be com-
posed but also to be accepted and included in the orthodox canon, then they
cannot be regarded as Sruti in the same sense as the Vedic Sarithitds or even
the Brahmanas and the Aranyakas.

In fact, even in traditional times, that is, the period of the Vedic Sarihitas,
Bréhmanas and dranyakas, it was not clear as to what is to be considered as
an Upanishad and on what grounds. True, the so-called eleven major Upani-
shads have continued to be accepted as a part of the authoritative Vedic cor-
pus from almost the very beginning of the tradition. But even with respect to
these, it is not clear why they have been traditionally so accepted or, in other
words, what have been the grounds of their acceptance. It is well known, at
least amongst the specialists, that many of these Upanishads are not indepen-
dent works but “selections from existent texts. But if that is S0, someone
must have made the selection and presumably, there must have been some
basis for the selection that was made. It is not quite clear what was the basis
of the selection or why, during this long period of time since the first selection
was made, no one has made a different or alternative selection.
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Take, for example, one of the oldest Upanishads, the Aitareya, which forms
a part of the Aitareya Aranyaka and must have been selected out of it to be
treated separately for certain purposes. ‘Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the second
Aranyaka are usually known as the Aitareya Upanishad. Yet, in none of these
chapters is the word Upanishad anywhere mentioned, nor does it refer to itself
as Upanishad. This would have little significance if there is no statement to this
effect in any other part of the dranyaka. But, the third Aranyaka starts by
proclaiming itself to be an Upanishad. 1t says clearly “srara: d@fiaran afeg 17
Moreover, the fifth paragraph of the second chapter of the third dranyaka
starts with the statement “srg aferd @@ed a9 gufaeq 1 wat gdamn aded artw
SufTez g7 @arasd 1 which is translated by Keith as follows, ‘Now comes
this Upanisad of the whole speech. All these indeed are Upanisads of
the whole speech, but this they so call.” It is strange that in the face of this
clear-cut statement within the Aranyaka itself, the Aitareya Upanishad is not

. usually taken to include the third Aranyaka which proclaims itself to be such

and includes chapters 4, § and 6 of the second Aranyaka which says nothing
aboutitselfbeing an Upanishad. Keithis aware of the difficulty and in factentitles
his discussion of the issues as ‘The three Upanisads of the Aitareya Aranyaka.’3
He writes, ‘Book III bore the special title of Sarihita Upanisad which is given
to it in Sarhkara’s commentary and which it claims for itself by its opening
words.” But the so-called Samihita Upanishad has almost never been treated
or listed separately as an Upanishad nor been regarded as important by any-
one. And this in face of the fact that it proclaims itself as an Upanishad. The
same is true of the so-called Mahaaitareya Upanishad which is supposed to
consist of Arapyakas H and HI and would thus include the portions which
proclaim themselves as Upanishads in this Aranyaka. First, there is a dispute
about what this Mahdaitareya actually includes. As Keith writes, ‘the term
Mahaaitareya or Bahvrca-bréhmana Upanisad though it sometimes applies
to both Aragyaka 11 and II, sometimes is confined to Aranyaka 11.5

. The very fact that the usage of the term was so fluctuating proves our point

“that the criteria for what was to be considered an Upanishad were not fixed.

Still, it is surprising that what proclaimed itself as an Upanishad should have
been the subject of controversy, a situation that casts grave doubts on the
veneration and infallibility with which Sruti is supposed to have been regard-
ed in the orthodox Indian tradition. It should be noted that if the term Maha-
aitareya is confined only to dranyaka 11, it would still exclude the self-pro-
claimed wpanishadic portions of the Aranyaka, while if it is supposed to in-
clude both Aranyaka II and HI, we will have to face the problem as to why it
has not usually been commented upon or treated or listed as a separate Upa-
nishad. And, why should we accept that ‘there is no doubt that the term Aizta-
reya Upanisad especially belongs to II, 4-6°,¢ as Keith contends? Surely, if
we accept the texts to be integrated wholes, it would be more logical to expect
that the meaning of chapters 4-6 cannot be understosd except in the context
of what has gone before and what comes later in the Aranyaka.

Of course, Keith argues that the doctrines developed in chapters 1-3 of
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Aranyaka 11 are different from those developed in chapters 4-6 and that the
latter are a further development of the doctrine. And, according to him, the
doctrine contained in chapters 1 and 2 of Aranyaka 111 is a step backward
from the one contained even in chapters 1-3 of Aranyaka 11. But if this is the
case, and here he seems to agree with what Sarmkara and Sayana have to say
on the subject, then the whole sequence of the dAranyakas has to be rearrang-
ed if they are to be meaningful from the philosophical poiat of view. Or, at
least the selection that we are to make regarding what is to be regarded as
significant in the Aitareya Upanishad has to be arranged differently from what
tradition has handed down to us until now.

The problem is not confined to the Aitareya Upanishad only; it simply high-
lights the problem which is endemic to almost all the Upanishads. Take, for
example, the I§@ Upanishad, which is supposed to be an integral part of the
Sukla Yajurveda, Vajasaneyi Madhyandina Sarhitd itself. It is supposed to be
the forticth chapter, the last one of the Sambhita. But as even a cursory glance
would reveal, it has no connection with the other thirty-nine chapters nor any
continuity with them. The Iia Upanishad has nothing to do with Yajna with
which the rest of the text is directly concerned. Keith has rightly observed,

«...the I$a Upanisad has succeeded in obtaining entry as a book [x1] of the .

Vijasaneyi Samhitd, with which it has nothing really to do...’7 But if an extra-
neous text can smuggle itself into the Vedic Sarthita and manage to pass
itself as an integral part of the Sarhita, what happens to the much-vaunted
sacrosanct character of the Vedic texts whose transmission through an in-
fallible oral tradition is praised by scholars and laymen alike? Further, if
all this is true, how can one accept their so-called revelatory character which
gives them the aura of supernatural authority? If the text could be tampered
with, it could not have been regarded as a revelation by those who tampered
with it. The Upanishads are now regarded by most people as revelatory in
the same sense as the Vedic Sarithitds. In that case, either an exception will
have to be made in the case of the Ifa Upanishad or the revelatory character
‘of the Sukla Yajurveda, of which it forms an integral part, will have to be
regarded as dubious.®

There is another problem to which not much attention has been paid in the
Tliterature on the subject. Unfortunately, the Yajurveda itself is divided into
two parts called the Sukla and the Krsna or the White and the Black Yajur-
veda. Now there is no counterpart of the Ifa Upanishad in the Krsna Yajur-
veda, not even with a variant reading. It may be said that the Taittiriya Sari-
hitd which constitutes the so-called Krsna Yajurveda has no parallelism with
‘the text of the Sukla Yajurveda except that in both the Sarithitas, unlike the
Rgveda and the Samaveda, the name of the rsi with whom the mantra is
associated is not given. But if the two are so different, what is the point of
calling them by the same name? It only misleads us into thinking that there
are four Vedas when, in fact, there are five. Either we should treat the two
Sarithitds of the Yajurveda as completely different in essentials and deceptive-
1y unified by the accident of a common name, or some parallelism between

THE UPANISHADS—WHAT ARE THEY? © 75
the two has to be established in significant detail.® If the latter course is adopt-
ed and if the 7sa Upanishad is accepted as an integral part of the Sukla Yajur-
vedc_z Sarhitd, then we shall have to ask the question why there is no parallel
to [sa Upanishad in the Krsna Yajurveda Sarihita.

The Krsna Yajurveda which consists of the Taittiriya Samhita has another
peculiarity which has not been noticed. The Samhita has three separate Upa-
nishads embedded in it, some of which are supposed to be an integral part of
the Taittiriya Aranyaka and others a part of the Taittiriya Brahmana. The

- Taittiriya Upanishad is supposed to consist of parts 7, 8 and 9 of the Taitti-

riya Aranyaka while the Mahanarayana Upanishad is supposed to be part
10 of the same Aranyaka. On the other hand, the Kdthaka or Katha Upanishad
is supposed to be a part of the Taittiriya Brahmana, a situation different from
the diverse Aitareya Upanishads which all form part of the Aitareya dranyaka
only.

The Krsna Yajurveda itself is supposed to have another Sarhitd called the
Maitrayani Sawhita which has an Upanishad attached to it called the Maitra-
yana Upanishad. But then what is the relationship between the Taittiriya and
the Maitrayani Sarhitds? Is it that between two recensions occasioned by
the fact that it was handed down in two different schools or is the difference
a deeper one as, say, between the Krspa and the Sukla Yajurveda? Whatever
the case, it should be noted that the Maitrdyani Samhita has no Brahmanas
or Aranyakas associated with it, but only an Upanishad. This raises doubts
about the theory that cach Vedic samhita has its own Brahmana and Ara-
nyaka and the Upanishads are embedded in either of them. The Samaveda, .
of course, is not supposed to have Aranyakas, but still it has Brahmanas asso-
ciated with it. The Maitrayana Upanishad, then, will have to be understood
on the pattern of the Ifa Upanishad which managed to get itself incorporated
as an integral part of the text in the Sukla Yajurveda Sarihita. While there is
little dispute about the antiquity of the Isa Upanishad, almost everyone thinks
that the Maitrayana Upanishad is a later work both in terms of its style and
content. Keith writes, ‘...in the case of the Maitrayaniya, which Max Miiller
wrongly believed early in date, the language is obviously closely allied to
classical Sanskrit, which it follows in the introduction of greater development
and complexity of style.”’® Deussen, on the other hand, tries to account for the
spuriously archaic character of this Upanishad which misled Max Miiller into
thinking that it belonged to an earlier period. According to him:

The orthographic and the euphonic peculiarities of this Sakha recur in
the Upanisad which, on that account, preserves an ancient appearance.
But this character of the Upanisad which is not, indeed, itself ancient or
archaic but on the contrary which is contrived to have been archaic had
misled Max Miiller (with whom L.V. Schroeder agrees) to ascribe this
Upanisad to ‘an early rather than to a late period’. The numerous quota-
tions literally borrowed not only out of Chandogya—and Brhadaranyaka
Upanisads but also out of Kathaka, Sveta¢vatara, Prasna...and indeed,
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out of still later other copious literature...makes the late character of the
work indubitable....12

It is strange that a SGkhd which possesses a Vedic Samhita itself should
commit a forgery and try to pass on a Upanisad as belonging to that Sarmhits
when it does not belong to it. If Deussen’s phrase ‘which is contrived to have
been archaic’, ‘which we have italicized in our quotation, is taken seriously,
it would cast grave doubts on the so-called role of the Sakhas in preserving
the sacred texts intact. Rather, the evidence points to a competition amongst
the Sakhds in which one staked claims to antiquity and tried to win by all
means, fair or foul. The claim in this case does not appear to have succeeded
for Sarmkara did not consider the Upanishad important enough to write a
commentary on it.

But then even when Samkara has written commentaries on some Upani-
shads, they are alleged to be only spuriously ascribed to him. Potter, in the
third volume of his Encyclopaedia of Indian Philosophies devoted to Advaita
Vedanta up to Samkara and his pupils, treats only the commentaries on
Brhadaranyaka, T aittiriya, Chandogya, Aitareya, Isa, Katha, Kena, Mundaka,
Prasna and Mandiikya Upanishads amongst those allegedly attributed to him.
Even amongst these, only the commentaries on Brhaddranyaka, Taittiriya,
Aitareya, Chandogya, Mundaka and Prasna are supposed to be authentic.
He argues:

- . . the following may without question be accepted as the work of the
author of the Brahmasitrabhdsya: the thaddra(zyakopani_xadbhd;ya,
the Taittiriyopanisadbhasya, and the Upadesasahasri. There seems no real
reason to question the inclusion of the Aitareyopanisadbhasya, the Chan-
dogyopanisadbhasya, the Mundakopanisadbhasya and the Frasnopanisad-
bhasya on this list. Beyond this point, however, is only speculation.12

If we accept the distinction which Potter seems to be making here, then we
can be sure about Samkara’s bhasyas only on the Brhadaranyaka and the
Tattiriya Upanishads. As is well known, ‘The most careful work on the cri-
teria for deciding which works are Sarhkara’s has been done by Paul Hacker,
with application by Sengaku Mayeda.’!3 But, firstly, most of the Upanishads
ascribed to Sarikara have not been examined for their authenticity accord-
ing to Hacker’s criteria and, secondly, even when some alleged work has been
found to be correct with respect to Hacker’s criteria it has not been accepted
as Samkara’s by many scholars, including Potter himself, Sarmkara’s alleged
bhdsya on Mandukya Upanishad, for example, is a case in point. Potter, after
conceding the argument that this Upanishad fulfils ail the criteria proposed
by Hacker, still refuses to accept its ascription to Sarkara. He writes, ‘Vetter,
Hacker and Mayeda all utilize Hacker’s criteria. Hacker finds no serious
discrepancy between the style of this work and that of $armkara’s genuine
‘works. . "4 But, ‘Despite these considerations, I retain serious doubts about
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the work’s authenticity.’'s One way out of this difficulty would be to regard
Hacker’s criteria as necessary, though not sufficient conditions for accepting
the genuineness of any work alleged to be ascribed to Sarhkara.

Hacker’s criteria are primarily substantive and doctrinal rather than formal
or linguistic in nature. And though they have been applied only to determine
the genuineness of ascription of any work to Samkara, they or any of their
variants could also be used to determine what is to be regarded as an Upani-
shad. At places, Sarnkara himself is supposed to have used such a criterion.
For example, chapter III of the Aitareya Aranyaka which proclaims itself as
the Samhita Upanishad is not regarded as an Upanishad because it is not con-
cerned with the doctrine of the Atman and with those who seek freedom
through knowledge. The difference between the three Upanishads of the Aita-
reya Aranyaka derives from their being concerned with different types of per-
sons who desire different things. ‘There are three classes of men, says Sdyana
in‘the Introduction to Book III, those who desire immediate freedom through
knowledge of Brahman, and accordingly find it by aid of Book II, 4-6, those
who desire to become free gradually by attaining to the world of Hiranya-

" garbha, for whom I, 1-3 is intended, and those who care only for prosperity,

for whom the third dranyaka serves.'s This certainly makes some sense but
it still fails to answer the question why, if it is all a question of graded desire
or aspiration, the third dranyaka comes after and not before the second. Surely
a discussion of the means for the fulfilment of desire for prosperity should
precede those that deal with gradual and immediate liberation. Also, as the
third dranyaka calls itself an Upanishad, it is clear thatat that time at least, the
term ‘Upanishad’” was not confined only to those texts or treatises which dealt
with matters which according to a Samkara or a Deussen they should be ex-
clusively or essentially concerned with.

Even if we take the content-criterion seriously and scek to apply it to what
are usually regarded as Upanishads we would still have to do a lot of pruning.
Both the Brhadaranyaka and the Chandogya have large parts which have little
to do with doctrinal matters relating to Atman or Brahman. In fact, they re-
mind one more of the Brdhmanas or the Aranyakas which have never been
treated as Upanishads by tradition. True, there are portions of these texts
which are preeminently upanishadic in the technical sense of the term, but
then they should be delinked from the other parts which are not ostensibly
such and treated separately as the Upanishads proper. In fact, large portions
of the early parts of the Brhaddranyaka could be treated as an 4ranyaka only
and not as an Upanishad. The same could be done with the Chandogya even
though Samaveda is not supposed to have an Aranyaka of its own. In fact,
Keith does remark that ‘the first two sections of the work are of the Aranyaka
type’'? but does not see the implication of what he has said. Instead of sugges-
ting that hence they should not be treated as part of the Chandogya Upani-
shad proper, he ascribes the reason why they are not regarded as dranyakas
to the general fact that ‘texts attached to the Samaveda generally do not bear
that name’.!® But Keith knows very well that even when a text has both Arqg-
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nyakas and Upanishads, it is not always the case that what traditionally forms
a part of one could not, with more justice, be treated as belonging to the other.
The same is true even of the Brahmapas which sometimes have a portion
which should go to the Aranayakas or even to the Upanishads and vice versa.

- The problem arises because everybody has treated the traditional classi-
fication as sacrosanct forgetting that the person who did the classification in
the-past might have made a mistake or that his criteria might have been
different from ours or overlapping and even conflicting. The latter seems more
often the case and, if so, what we need to do is to disentangle the situation
and not continue as helpless victims of what someone did in the past.

Most of the Upanishads are not independent works but selections made out
of a pre-existent text which is explicitly referred to at the beginning of the
Upanishad concerned. Then the obvious questions are, who made the selec-
tion and what were the criteria for the selections? Further, if the selections
were made from a pre-existent text, can they be understood by themselves
without reference to the text in which they were embedded and of which they
formed an integral part? On the other hand, if once the idea of making the
selections was accepted, why were alternative selections not attempted? The
acceptance of a particular selection for millennia seems strange indeed, spe-
cially when they gradually replaced the real functioning authority of those
very texts from which the selections had been made for at least one of the most
important spiritual and intellectual traditions of the country, that is, Vedanta.

These questions have hardly been raised by scholars who have paid intel-
lectual attention to these sacred texts of the Hindu tradition. To give but one
example, Arun Shourie, whose book Hinduism: Essence and Consequence
is°a fairly detailed study of the Upanishads, the Brahma-Sitras and the Gira,
and was published as recently as 1979, does not show even an awareness of
the issues involved in the questions we have raised.'® Nor, for that matter,
does Karl H. Potter whose third volume of the Encyclopaedia of Indian Philo-
sophies®® is devoted specifically to Advaita Vedanta up to Samkara and his
pupils ‘and was published as rccently as 1981.

One possible reason for this may perhaps lie in the usual contention that
the Upanishads are the last part of the Vedas, a situation epitomized in the
tradition by calling the philosophy embedded in them as Vedanta and treat-
ing the Brahma-Satras as their summary. But as most students of the subject
know, or should know, this is not always the case. The Aitareya Upanishad,
one of the oldest, forms part of the middle of the Aitareya Aranyaka. The
Kena Upanishad is a part of the Jaiminiya Upanishad-Brahmana and occurs
as its tenth chapter followed by two more chapters, the eleventh and the twel-
veth. The Tattiriya Upanishad occurs as part 7, 8 and 9 of the Taittiripa Ara-
nyaka, but it is followed by part 10 which is treated as a separate, independent
Upanishad. It is called the Mahdandarayana Upanishad and is not only far longer
than the Taztiriya but also different in content and spirit. But it is doubtful
that it-is on. this ground that it has been treated as a separate Upanishad, for
even those that are treated as one Upanishad do not display a unified charac-

g
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ter within themselves. The first part of the Tattiriya, for example, has littie
relation with the other two.

The Kathopanishad which also belongs to the Krspa Yajurveda seems to
stand almost in a class apart, for though it does occur in the eighth Amwika
of the cleventh prapdthaka of the third chapter of the Taittiriya Brahmana, it
only occurs in an attenuated seed form and not in the independent, full-fled-
ged form in which it is found in the text bearing that name. According to
Keith, ‘it is really a rewriting, from a philosophical as opposed to a ritual
point of view, of the story, found in the Taittiriya Brihmana, of Nachiketas
and the winning of boons from Death by him.’2! But this only establishes the
lineage of the Upanishad; it does not tell us wherein it is embedded. And in
case it is not so embedded in its full form, it would share this characteristic,
ameng the major Upanishads, with Svetasvatara which, however, is more the
work of a single author and cannot be ascribed, according to Deussen, to
‘any Vedic School furnished with Sarhitd and Brahmanas.’?® The Katha, on
the other hand, definitely belongs to a school which is designated by the name,
Kathaka. The Karhakas are supposed to have a Sarihitd of their own,? though
Deussen considers it more as an ‘extensive Brahmana-work’.?¢ In any case,
whether it is regarded as Sambhitd or a Brahmana it consists of ‘an admixture
of Mantrasand Brahmanas’, running ‘in general, parallel to the Tattiriya Sarn-
hit@ .25 But if it is so like the Tuaittiriya Samhitd in its admixture of Mantras
and Brahmanas, it is difficult to understand why Deussen refuses to call it a
Sarnhita.

In the case of all these terms, their reference is not indicated as clearly as
onc would like it to be done for intellectual purposes. One can, of course,
accept an extensional definition of the terms or tell oneself that the situation
is the same with all definitions which are not stipulative in character. Even
with extensional definitions, one would have to have a closed universe to
feel completely secure as any new member would raise the difficulty of ascrip-
tive classification once more. On the other hand, stipulative definitions may
show unwelcome implications leading to a situation requiring us to change
the stipulation. Yet, even though there may be some problem or other with
all terms, we bear with the situation only when it does not lead to cognitive
difficulties which we regard as serious or if they do not lead toiatellectual
confusions which are harmful in their consequences. The situation with res-
pect to what goes by the name of the Vedic corpus is such that it leads both
to cognitive difficulties and intellectual confusions which need to be rectified.
As is well known, even the tradition does not agree whether the Upanishads
or the Aranyakas should be counted as an integral part of what is to be consi-
dered as the Vedas.?® But why the Brahmanas? And, if the Brdhmanas, why
not the Aranyakas and the Upanishads?

There may be substantive reasons either way, but they have to be spelt out
and brought into the open. Perhaps, the line of division falls between those
who opt for what is called the jidna paksa (aw a&) of the Vedic corpus
and those who opt for the karma paksa (%% ws). The traditional debate
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between the Mimarhsaka and the Vedantin seems to support this. But this
would be to assume that the hard core of the Vedic corpus, that is, the Man-
tras, have meaning only in the context of the sacrificial ritual adumbrated in
the Brahmanas on the one hand and the Srauta-Sitras on the other. This ob-
viously is not the case, as to do so would not only be to do violence to the
innumerable Mantras of the Rgveda which have no necessary relation to any
specific sacrificial ritual but also to adopt an ultra-operational theory of mean-
ing of both observational and theoretical terms which has proved inade-
quate even in the context of modern science.

Besides the generalized problem referred to above, the problem with res-
pect to the Upanishads has other dimensions which have been mentioned ear-
lier in the course of this article but not discussed seriously until now, by

It may be objected that all the texts which are known as Upanishads at pre-
sent are not selections out of pre-existent texts and at least in their case what
We are suggesting has no relevance whatsoever. The Upanishads ascribed to

fies, “the Upanisad of those who have shaved their heads clean™ 27 p, fact,
all the Upanishads which are ascribed to the Atharvaveda have been done so
in a residual manner. As Deussen remarks, ‘when all these Upanisads were
Jjoined to the Atharvaveda the reason for it lay mostly not in an inner con-
nection with the same but only in the fact that this fourth Veda, originally
half apocryphal, was not preserved or protected like the three other Vedas
through a Competert surveillance by their Sikhis in the face of alien intry-
ders.’® The Atharvaveda itself enjoys only a dubious authority, and the Upa-
nishads linked to it may be supposed to share the same fate. In a sense this is
true for, except for Mundaka, Prasnag and Manditkya, hardly any of them
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for Mandikya, even though it is assigned to dtharvaveda it ‘bears the name
of a half-lost school of the Rg-Veda.’s® Also, its importance is because it ‘gave
rise to onc of the most remarkable monuments of Indian Philosophy, viz., the
Karika of Gaudapada,™! foundational work of Advaita Vedanta. It may
be interesting to note that according to Deussen, all the four parts of the Ka-
rikd are ‘usually regarded as four upanisads’ even though it is only the first
which includes the Mandikya Upanishad. Deussen must have had some evi-
dence for his assertion, but [ have not been able to corroborate it from any
other source. However, it confirms once again the arbitrariness with which
a particular text or part of a text is called an Upanishad or regarded as one.

But whatever may be one’s view regarding the three well known Upanishadys

of the Atharvaveda there can be little doubt that Upanishads which are really

independent works are hardly regarded as of major importance by anyone

and those that are so regarded are mostly not independent works at all but

sclections out of pre-existent texts made on the basis of criteria which seem
neither clear nor uniform to our apprehension. An alternative selection made
on the basis of clearly formulated criteria which are also philosophically
relevant from the contemporary point of view may meet the current needs
better than the one that was made long back with a view perhaps to meet the
needs of those times.
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The address of “I” ; an essay on the subject of
M (44 : 22 2k
consciousness, ‘“‘mind” and brain

R. K. MISHRA
All India Institute of Medical Sciences, New Delhi

S. WADHWA
All India Institute of Medical Sciences, New Delhi

By “Mind” we mean a totality of processes and phenomena whereby an orga-
nismis primed by stimuli in the external or internal environment to make adap-
tive responses for the sake of the protection and survival of the organism.
The capability of organism for perception of environment and to recall, to
identify, to learn, and to fix experience and exteriorise it constitute various
basic processes. The speed, or rather the quickness, of cognitive mechanism
and systematisation of experience is expressed by the word “intelligence”.
“Drive” states refer to the internal conditioning environment which influ-
ence the speed of processes to the point that patterns of resolvable sequences
become identifiable. Internalised processes used to systematise memory or
engrams of experience depending upon inhibition or potentiation of certain
memorics are recognised as repression, phantasy formation, inventiveness or
other “creative™ expression by which new correlations are brought into be-
ing which did not exist in the recorded past for the individual.

Consciousness refers to the dimension of reactivity and activity in which
these processes exist between input and response. This refers to primordial
substratum in which above processes occur as waves or peturbations.

We recognise this dimension to be associated with the whole organism.
But we suggest that there exists an organ and a state of the body wherein
above processes of “mind” are concentrated and realised and modified and
integrated as the consequence of plastic alternations brought about by these
processes, in actuality energy aspect of these processes.

We invoke the foundation on which the ensemble called “mind” can be
assembled in a state of dynamic metastability. Thisis the location of the cons-
cious (unconscious) sense of “I””. There is no need to differentiate conscious
and unconscious; qualitatively, the conscious and the unconscious are two
ends of continuum of this dimension of living matter and are distinguished
by the ease of recall of a stored image. Since awareness subsumes an agent
which is “aware” of an object, all awareness arises by its interaction with the
internal and external environment, hence it is necessary to postulate the sense

m in the seminar on Mind, Brain and Consciousness, organised by the
National Council of Educational Research and Trainjng at National Institute of Mental
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