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In this article Rahul Peter Das offers food for thought to devotees by his astute examination of their usage of the term "Vedic". Interestingly he follows his initial analysis of Prabhupada's usage by a comparative study of how Prabhupada's followers use the term. His analysis is also a useful gauge of the 'South Asian Studies' perspective on the use of the term "Vedic" in the Gaudiya Vaishnava tradition in general. While showing that Prabhupada, previous acaryas and contemporary Vaishnava scholars show a diverse usage of the term. Das concludes his paper with interesting observations on our lineage based on our perception of Vedic authority. 

The term "Vedic" has many connotations - cultural, religious, linguistic, literary and so forth. What this study is concerned with is the use of the word to refer to certain texts regarded as sacred and authoritative in a certain South Asian religious tradition which has been successfully transplanted into the West. To this end, we shall also have to consider the usage pertaining not only to the term "Vedic", but also to the term "Veda". 

For an indologist of the nineteenth-century, matters were relatively simple: before the period of what is generally called "classical Hinduism" or the like, Indian culture was Indo-Aryan and at the same time Vedic. This culture - simultaneously ancient Indian, Vedic and Indo-Aryan - was that described by the class of texts known as Vedic texts, that is, the Samhitas, Brahmanas, Aranyakas and Upanishads, forming the Rigvedic, Samavedic, Yajurvedic and Atharvavedic collections, along with (according to some scholars) on historical grounds a few of the accompanying Sutras, even though traditionally these latter are all regarded not as sruti-, but as smriti-. 

For us today, things are unfortunately not that easy. "Indo-Aryan" and "Vedic" are no more regarded as synonyms; ancient Indian culture is no more automatically taken to be the same as Vedic or Indo-Aryan culture; the texts mentioned are no longer taken to be more or less comprehensive chronicles of the culture or cultures of those times.1 Among Vedic scholars it is now generally accepted that there were in most probability various groups of Indo-Aryans that did not necessarily speak the language of, and/or did not necessarily adhere to the religion or culture portrayed in, the texts mentioned above. Also, scholars generally do not any more silently assume that the Indo-Aryans entering South Asia came into a cultural, religious or linguistic vacuum. This being so, one tends to be more careful in the use of the terms "Indo-Aryan", "Vedic" or "ancient Indian" when referring to religion or culture. 

On the other hand, to the Western classical indologist, "Vedic" in the sphere of linguistics and literature still has a fixed connotation-namely as referring to the corpus of texts already mentioned and to the language found in this. Of course, even this creates some difficulties, particularly with regard to many later texts in a language clearly not Vedic calling themselves Upanishads; but on the whole, the difficulties in this sphere are not all that great. 

There is a difference, though, between what the classical indologist understands under the term "Veda" and the corresponding adjective "Vedic", and what many South Asians (and many Westerners following them) have during the course of centuries understood, or today understand, under this term. In the oldest Vedic period that we know of, veda- seems to have been used to denote any sacred utterance. Since the late Vedic age, however, it denoted the three collections of the Ric, Saman and Yajus. But throughout history there have been other definitions, to the Western classical indologist redefinitions of the term, allowing individual texts which are not Vedic by the definition mentioned above to be subsumed by, or appended to, the traditions of hallowed ancient texts, thus letting them partake of the sacrality and authoritativeness attributed to the Vedas. The oldest example of this is the controversy regarding the Atharvavedasamhita and the Vedic texts associated with it, and the process has encompassed various texts such as the epics, Puranas, and also individual traditional scholarly texts and traditions. It is needless to go into details here, as the matter has already been chronicled by others.2 Such claims have been, and continue to be, controversial in South Asia itself. This means that what we are dealing with is a problem that cannot simply be attributed to the incomprehension of supercilious Westerners. 

There is, however, another South Asian tradition which more or less accepts the Vedic texts as being what the Western classical indologist understands the term to be, but which sees historically later texts as being part of the same stream as these Vedic texts, or else as subsuming the matter contained in them and in some cases thus even being superior to them.3 The culmination of this tradition - we might even call it the most radical application - is found in the school of Gaudiya Vaishnavism attributing itself to Chaitanya, especially in the Tattvasandarbha of Jiva Gosvamin.4 Though great emphasis is also placed upon the Bhagavadgita in this regard, it is in particular the Bhagavatapurana for which the claim of containing the teachings and precepts of the Vedas in their purest and most comprehensive form is made.5 This is a claim often challenged, the most famous of such challenges being probably that by Rammohun Roy in 1818 in his reply to a Gosvamin's letter.6 Rammohun even accused the Gaudiya Vaishnavas of falsifying evidence by passing off verses composed by themselves as Puranic so as to make their point. Of special interest in this context is the statement of Elkman (op.cit. in note 4), p.41 on the views of Baladeva, whose commentary (Govindabhasya) on the Tattvasandarbha is generally regarded as the most authoritative in Gaudiya Vaishnava circles: 

Baladeva argues for the supremacy of sabda pramana, as does Jiva, but restricts his definition of sabda to the Vedas and Upanishads, thus contradicting the important Gaudiya Vaishnava belief in the authoritative nature of Puranas, particulary the Bhagavata Purana.
Be that as it may, since it is this very Gaudiya Vaishnavism to which Abhay Caran Bhaktivedanta Swami Prabhupada7, the founder of the International Society for Krishna Consciousness (ISKCON), claimed affiliation, an examination of what Prabhupada understood under the term "Vedic" is clearly of relevance, not only for our understanding of his personal system of beliefs, but also of the tradition from which he came. I have therefore gone through his writings with this question in mind. 

Not all of Prabhupada's various published works contain relevant statements in this regard. As a case in point, I may cite the only reference to Vedic I could find in his work on the Mukundamalastotra8, namely the non-committal: "The Vedic literature, prepared by Shrila Vyasadeva and filled with narrations of the Lord and His devotees...", which does not tell us what this Vedic literature actually is. I am therefore confining myself here to a discussion of only those works in which I found information pertinent to our particular query. Of course, I cannot claim to have gone through each and every one of the countless words to be found in the many writings of Prabhupada, and thus I have surely missed some information I should have included in my study. But I believe that on the whole I was able to gather enough material of relevance, and doubt that what statements I may have missed will deviate in any substantial manner from this. Also, it should be pointed out that I have based my deliberations only on those statements which in my opinion are absolutely clear: Prabhupada has of course made innumerable remarks which tend in the same direction or can easily be interpreted similarly, but which either do not expressly mention the terms "Veda" or "Vedic", or else do not contain information characterising them clearly. 

A word of caution with regard to the purpose of my examination would not be out of place here. I have merely tried to collect Prabhupada's own words on the subject, without any attempt at evaluating or interpreting them with regard to their theological significance or their historical evolution. Also, my examination does not attempt in any way to determine whether his interpretations of texts such as the Bhagavadgita and the Bhagavatapurana, on which he relied heavily in his writings, are in any way "right" or "wrong". The Bhagavadgita, especially, would represent a great problem for any such attempt anyway, as has already been pointed out by others.9 The question of any theological implication of my examination may best be left to Prabhupada's followers themselves. 

There are many statements in the writings of Prabhupada that differentiate between the Vedas on the one hand, and, on the other hand, the Puranas, particularly the Bhagavatapurana, as well as the Bhagavadgita and the Mahabharata (both often mentioned separately, even though Prabhupada takes pains to point out again and again that the former is a part of the latter)10, the Ramayana, the Pancaratra and the Vedantasutra (or Brahmasutra). 11 He also differentiates between the Bhagavadgita and the Vedas by writing that in the former Krishna personally states that "the Vedas are different laws given by the Lord"12 - laws thus obviously different from those in the Bhagavadgita. The latter is also characterised as clarifying the Vedas, and thus different from them.13 

At times, the differentiation is not with the Vedas, but with "Vedic literature".14 The Puranas and "Vedic literature" are also termed "sister literatures".15 The Vedas are often described as four or enumerated by name, namely as the Vedas of Rg, Yajus, Säman and Atharvan.16 They are called sruti-, and are differentiated from other texts characterised as smriti-. But sruti- and smriti- are also differentiated from the Puranas and Pancaratra.17 The Bhagavadgita is called smriti-.18 

All this seems to show that Prabhupada is squarely in accord with Western classical indologists in regard to what he understands under the term "Veda". But actually things are not that clear, for there are other statements which create difficulties for this deduction, statements which are, however, in accord with well-known beliefs of Gaudiya Vaishnavism. Thus, in spite of his differentiating between Vedic and non-Vedic literature, Prabhupada nevertheless regards some texts which are non-Vedic by this definition - particularly the Bhagavadgita and the Bhägavatapurana - as being the essence of Vedic thought.19 

The Vedic mantras are said to be explicated and supplemented by the Puranas and the Mahabharata. 20 In this regard Prabhupada is clearly echoing Bhaktibinod Thakur21, who regarded the Puranas as "explanatory notes" of the Vedas.22 "Veda" is moreover defined as "the aggregate of knowledge", and it is held that "whatever knowledge is required for human society is perfectly presented in the Shrimad-Bhagavatam."23 This is so because, according to Prabhupada, Vyäsa wrote the Bhagavatapurana as an explanation of the Vedantasutra (or Brahmasutra), which itself contains the essence of the Upanishads.24 The Bhagavatapurana explains not only the Brahmasutra, but also the Mahabharata.25 Indeed, the Vedantasutra and Bhagavatapurana are regarded as being superior to the Vedas, viz. the four Samhitas and "their corollaries known as s iksha, kalpa, vyakarana, nirukta, chanda and jyotisha" by Bhaktisiddhanta Sarasbati Thakur;26 Prabhupada obviously approves of this opinion.27 

Vyäsa also divided the Veda(s)28 into four divisions (namely the four known divisions of Rig, Saman, Yajus and Atharvan), or else compiled them. After that he authored the Puranas, or expanded the Vedas into these. Vyäsa is also called the author, not only of the Brahmasutra29 together with its commentary, the Bhägavatapurana, but also of the Mahabharata (containing the Bhagavadgita).30 Indeed, before Vyasa, the Vedas were "simply heard", and it was he who wrote them down: "he left all the Vedic knowledge in book form, such as the Puranas, Vedanta, Mahabharata and Shrimad-Bhagavatam."31 Elsewhere, Prabhupada says: 

The less intelligent classes of men, namely women, çüdras and unqualified sons of the higher castes, are devoid of necessary qualifications to understand the purpose of the transcendental Vedas. For them the Mahabharata was prepared.

The text goes on to say that the Mahabharata contains the summary of the Vedas called the Bhagavadgita, which is thus "the essence of all Vedic knowledge".32 

All these texts are also called Vedic,33 and they all go back to Vyasa, who is the author of all Vedic literature, and an incarnation of Narayana.34 Thus it is actually Krishna who divided the Vedas into four, and explained these in the Puranas: "for less capable people He wrote the Mahabharata" (of which the Bhagavadgita is a part), at the same time summarising all Vedic literature in the Vedantasutra, and commenting on this in the Bhagavatapurana.35 

Echoing an old, though not universally accepted opinion in South Asia, Prabhupada also says that the Mahabharata is regarded as the fifth Veda, and that this therefore also applies to the Bhagavadgita contained within it.36 This, we are told, "is also Vedic literature (smriti). Some of the Vedic literatures are called srutis, and some are called smritis."37 

This statement, which echoes older notions such as, for instance, those of the Sarvamatasangraha,38 is very interesting. That the Bhagavadgita is expressly called smriti- shows that it is not part of the Vedic literature in the sense we have discussed first, and which Prabhupada himself calls srruti. Yet it is nevertheless called Vedic. And Prabhupada also expressly says that both smriti and sruti are Vedic, which tallies with what we have just seen on other texts such as the epics, Puranas, and others also being called "Vedic". 
These two definitions of "Vedic" are irreconcilable semantically; and so it is clear that what we have here are actually two different meanings of the word "Vedic". I propose to designate them as "Vedic1" and "Vedic2" respectively. "Vedic1 " is used in the sense in which Western classical indologists also generally use the term; whereas "Vedic2" has a much wider application and may subsume "Vedic1." "Vedic1" obviously is more a linguistic and historical term, whereas "Vedic2" derives more from the contents of the works so labelled. It is consistent with this latter meaning that Prabhupada also says that "Vedic knowledge is called sruti", 39 a mode of expression which allows a very wide interpretation. 

That this use of the same word to designate two different things may cause confusion is clear. Prabhupada too seems to have been aware of this, for every so often we find that he uses "Vedic literatures" when he refers to what I have called "Vedic2",40 although he is following no rule with this inasmuch as the terms "Vedic" and "Vedic literature" too are used in this same context. However, as far as I can see, "Vedic1" seems to be associated mostly with these latter terms, not with "Vedic literatures". I did, however, also find a reference to "Vedic literatures" with only the Upanishads mentioned as examples,41 as well as a differentiation between "all the Vedic literatures" and the Puranas. 42 On the other hand, I found, too, a definition of the expression "Vedic literatures" that substantiates the deduction that as a rule this term refers to "Vedic": 

The Vedas - Sama, Yajur, Rig and Atharva - and any books deriving knowledge from these Vedas are considered Vedic literatures.43 
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I have already mentioned that the wide application of the  term "Veda" and the corresponding adjective "Vedic"  has not gone unchallenged in South Asia; indeed, it remains a bone of contention  to this very day. Yet even many challenging this usage of the word seem  not to be able to escape the influence of this very usage, as an extract  from a small booklet setting forth tenets of the Arya Samaj shows: 

The Vedas are four in number, The Rg. Veda [sic], The Yajur  Veda, The Sama Veda, The Atherva [sic] Veda. Vedic literature consists  of other treatises also, some commentaries, others [sic] notes, legends  and stories of different values, written in different times and under  different circumstances. As far as the Arya Samaj in [sic] concerned,  the Vedas are the final authority. All other treatises, old or new, small  or big, are only of secondary importance.44 

This confusion has had the not surprising effect of necessitating  a clarification of some sort. Often it is explained that those texts which  qualify as "Vedic" according to the definition also followed by  Western classical indologists are the original Vedas. Prabhupada also follows  this terminology at times,45 even differentiating between the original Vedas  and the "supplementary Vedic literatures" (namely the Puranas).46 But  he notes with disapproval the Arya Samaj's acceptance of only these original  Vedas as authoritative. 47 

Prabhupada also draws attention to statements in Madhva's  commentary on the Brahmasutra which bolster his usage of "Veda"  to correspond to "Vedic2". He refers to the commentary  on Brahmasutra 1,1,3 as proof that according to Madhva the four Vedic  Samhitas, the Mahabharata, the Pancaratra and the "original Ramayana" (as he translates Madhva's mularamayana-) are  "Vedic literatures". Prabhupada holds that according to Madhva  "any literature following the conclusive statements of this Vedic literature  is also to be considered Vedic literature."48 Actually,  in the passage referred to, Madhva designates these texts only as shastra-,49 but Prabhupada also quotes another verse from  Madhva's commentary on 2,1,5 (Prabhupada refers to it as 2,1,6) 50 which clearly designates these same texts, as  well as the puranas accepted as authoritative by Vaishnavas, as "Veda".51 Though Madhva only quotes this verse from a  Purana, the fact that he does obviously accept it as authoritative shows  that he subscribes to its views.52 It  should be noted, however, that (at least as far as I can ascertain) Prabhupada  does not seem to follow Madhva to the extent of calling texts other than  those already referred to above "Vedic", i.e. in extending the  scope of what I have designated as "Vedic2" even more. 
In this context I may be permitted to draw attention to the  fact that the Bhagavadgita is also traditionally known as an Upanishad.  Prabhupada too does not fail to draw attention to this.53 May not such traditional terminology have facilitated  the development of the semantic field of what I have labelled "Vedic2"? 
This brings us to another problem regarding Prabhupada's terminology.  A few times he refers to the Vedas and the Upanishads,54  even though the former mostly subsumes the latter. Such a differentiation  is clearly problematic, unless it refers not to the differentiation between  Vedic and non-Vedic texts, but to texts more concerned with sacrifice and  those not concerned with the topic, viz., to non-Upanishadic Vedic texts  and the Upanishads. Or else "Veda" here is used in the same archaic  sense which Bronkhorst55 has drawn attention to, namely to denote the  mantras, here in their collected form (as the Samhitas), thus differentiating  them from other Vedic texts. 

This explanation seems indeed to be the correct one, for Prabhupada  also explicitly speaks of four Vedas and the Upanishads,56   and differentiates between "Upanishads and Vedic mantras"57  (even though mantra- is elsewhere used to refer to quotations from  the Upanishads too).58 Thus, it does seem that what is meant here is  a differentiation primarily between the Samhitas and the Upanishads, the  place of Brahmanas and Aranyakas remaining unclear. And it is the Samhitas,  in contradistinction to the Upanishads, which are in the context of this  differentiation referred to as "Vedas." 

We thus have another use of "Vedic" here, which  I propose to label "Vedic3." The differentiation between Vedas  and Upanishads is incidentally also referred to by another branch of the parampara- associated with Bhaktibinod Thakur.59 

Finally, we find a usage of the word "Veda" (without,  so it seems, any corresponding adjective "Vedic") which seems  confined to Prabhupada's oral discourses and does not-at least as far as  I could ascertain-appear in his writings.60 In  this case Prabhupada recurs to the primary meaning of veda-, namely,  "(sacred) knowledge", and applies this to the sacred scriptures  of any religion, as examples naming the Bible and the Koran.61   But it seems that this use of the word "Veda" to refer to scripture  associated with other religious traditions is hardly known, probably because  it is - seemingly - not found in Prabhupada's writings, but only in the  transcripts of his conversations, which were until recently not easy to  come by. 

Thus we see that Prabhupada uses the same word "Vedic"  in three different meanings: "Vedic1" approximates  most closely to what the Western classical indologist would understand by  this term; "Vedic2" refers to texts containing what  is to Prabhupada Vedic thought and which are hallowed inasmuch as they are  derived from Vyasa; and "Vedic3" is a narrower application  of "Vedic1", referring only to the Samhitas (as contrasted to  the Upanishads) and thus continuing an ancient usage of the term. Prabhupada  also is on record as using "Veda" to refer to other scriptural  traditions. Obviously, this usage of the same term in different meanings  is liable to lead to misunderstandings, unless one is able to carefully  differentiate these different meanings in each individual case in which  the term is used. 
Have those following in Prabhupada's footsteps always been  aware of these differentiations? I have already briefly remarked on this  problem of the usage of "Vedic" and "Veda" elsewhere,62 as  well as the fact that some scholars, particularly from North America (and  not affiliated with ISKCON), also often do not explicate what they mean  by "Vedic" in certain problematic contexts.63 This latter is in no small part due to the fact  that a similar variety of meanings also seems to obtain in other modern  writings on South Asian religions, especially writings from groups professing  these religions. 
Although it would be highly interesting to examine this problem  and how such terminological issues may have influenced Prabhupada, our concern  here is only with finding out what Prabhupada means in his writings, and  how what he means has influenced others. To obtain an answer to this question,  I have examined a sampling of writing by scholars affiliated with ISKCON  or influenced by Prabhupada, and have analysed their use of the terms "Veda"  and/or "Vedic". Unfortunately, I could obtain only a handful of  works,64 and  of these only a few contained relevant information. But I think that these  few will nevertheless serve to give some idea of the usage prevailing, even  if they may not be truly representative. 

A work by Nanda-nandana65 is  particularly interesting in this regard. He first refers to the Vedic literatures  (mark the plural!) as being composed, in their oldest part, of the Rigveda,  Yajurveda, Samaveda and Atharvaveda, followed by the Brahmanas,  the Aranyakas and the Upanishads. But he then goes on to add the Vedantasutra,  the Bhagavadgita, the Mahabharata, the Puranas and the Ramayana (p.23). Yet he seems aware of the problems connected with this terminology,  as he refers to the Puranas and the Mahabharata as "Vedic supplementary  literatures" (pp.37f.) and differentiates between sruti- and smriti-, to which latter he reckons the Puranas, Bhagavadgita and Mahabharata (p.38). Interestingly, his definition of sruti- is "the four Vedas and the Upanisads". This clearly characterises  the Samhitas alone as being "Veda" in a narrow sense. He further  quotes Shankara, of whom Prabhupada's opinion is ambivalent, to show that  the Bhagavadgita is "the epitome of the essentials of the whole  Vedic teaching" (p.38), and also cites passages from the Puranas, claiming  that these are Vedic as well. He draws attention to a passage from the Chandogyopanishad that regards the Itihasas and Puranas as the fifth Veda. From all of this  he deduces that all the texts he has mentioned are "authentic Vedic  literatures" (p.38). Once the bona fides of these works as Vedic have  been established, the author basically uses only the Bhagavadgita and the Bhagavatapurana to explain "secret teachings of the  Vedas." 

The similarities of Nanda-nandana's many-faceted usage of  "Veda" and "Vedic" with that of Prabhupada are too obvious  to receive comment. It seems, though, that Nanda-nandana is quite aware  of the potential for confusion contained in such usage, and thus systematically  explains his terminology before starting on his actual subject matter. In  this he differs from Prabhupada, whose remarks are, as we have seen, scattered  throughout his work, and not explicated systematically. 

Satsvarupa dasa too, in his work on Vedic literature,66   basically has the same arguments found in the work of Nanda-nandana (pp.1f.),  even differentiating between "The Four Vedas" and "The Upanishads"  (pp.40ff.). His gleanings from "Vedic" literature also are, not  surprisingly, as a rule from the Bhagavadgita and the Bhagavatapurana. Thus he too seems to give us a more or less faithful representation of the  ideas of Prabhupada. But he further adds a statement which introduces a  subtle twist, and the matter seems to me so interesting that I shall quote  the relevant passage (pp.1f.) in full: 

In any case, to be accepted as Vedic, a literature must  maintain the same purpose as the original Vedic texts. The Vedic scriptures  (shastras) comprise a harmonious whole with a harmonious conclusion  (siddhanta). Consequently, we may accept as a bona fide Vedic writing  any work that expands on the Vedic siddhanta without changing its  meaning, even if the work is not one of the original scriptures. In fact,  the Vedic tradition necessitates further authoritative works that convey  the Vedic message according to time and place. However, to be genuine,  these extensions of Vedic literature must strictly conform to the doctrines  of the Vedas, the Puranas, and the Vedanta-Sutra.

Vedic literature is neither dead nor archaic. Nevertheless, any literature  - be it ancient or modern - must be considered non-Vedic if it deviates  from the Vedic siddhanta. Thus Buddhism, Jainism and Sikhism, though  definitely outgrowths of Vedic literature, are not considered Vedic.

This, as is obvious, could allow one to bestow the epithet  "Vedic" on many more texts than those mentioned by Prabhupada,  while at the same time rejecting certain texts Prabhupada considers to be  Vedic. In both cases the main criterion is the contents of the individual  work, and clearly this facilitates manipulation. As it is, although I have  found no evidence at all for individual works, or their parts, regarded  as "Vedic" by Prabhupada being rejected as non-Vedic, there are  examples in the writings of Satsvarupa dasa for an extension of the scope  of the epithet "Vedic". Thus, in a "book of essays on selected  verses of Vedic literatures"67 we find quoted, obviously as examples of Vedic  literature, alongside the Bhagavadgita, the Bhagavatapurana, the Brahmasamhita and the Upanishads, also Chaitanya's Shikshastaka and Sanatana Gosvamin's Haribhaktivilasa. 

One may argue that these are extremely important works for  Gaudiya Vaishnavism; but what about the case of the Prabhupadapranamamantra (p.125)? Satsvarupa dasa too is clearly aware that this is not actually  "Vedic", but justifies its inclusion on the grounds that it "will  continue to be recited just like classical Vedic slokas" (p.134).68  This is a most interesting development, and it clearly accords with what  Madhva says in his commentary on the Brahmasutra69.  However, as I have already pointed out, I have not found evidence that Prabhupada  followed Madhva in this. Even though Prabhupada does say that "any  books deriving knowledge from these Vedas are considered Vedic literatures",70 I  have found no evidence that he has actually interpreted this definition  so widely. But such an interpretation is possible if one takes such statements  literally, and this seems to have been the case with Satsvarupa dasa. 

Ravindra Svarupa dasa, however, takes a different approach  in his collection of essays71.  He mentions Vedic knowledge often, and the Bhagavadgita is referred  to as being the essence of this (p.51), but, as far as I could ascertain,  it is nowhere called Vedic literature. In fact, the only time he defines  the term "Veda" is when he says: "Vyasa divided the Veda  into four and wrote it down. Yet he knew that we would still be unable to  understand the Vedas, and so he composed a number of supplementary works  in which he spelled out the intentions of Vedic thought explicitly"  (p.51). It is obvious that the "supplementary works" are the very  ones which I have called "Vedic2". In this way Ravindra Svarupa  avoids the ambiguity of Prabhupada's terminology. He could even have pointed  to a similar usage by Prabhupada himself 72. 

The last significant author I would like to mention is Steven  Rosen. He follows Prabhupada's terminology in that several times he calls  "Vedic" all the texts for which I have chosen the labels "Vedic1"  and "Vedic2". 73  According to him, the "many sections of the Vedic texts" include  the smriti-74. He explicitly calls the Puranas "later  'Vedic' texts."75   But the word "Vedic" in the last citation is put within quotation  marks, which could be Rosen's way of differentiating it from what I have  called Prabhupada's "Vedic1". 

Thus, even this very small sampling of writings shows a diverse  usage of the term "Vedic", a usage which may at times be considered  not a faithful reproduction of Prabhupada's own usage. The possible implications,  if any, of such discrepancies are not a part of this study. Neither have  I been concerned here with the problem thrown up if Prabhupada's spiritual  lineage should, as Elkman (op.cit. in note 4) holds, ultimately extend back  to Baladeva (p.186) - the same Baladeva who, again according to Elkman (p.41),  does not believe in the authoritative nature of the Puranas, including the Bhagavatapurana. 

1.  On this issue see also the remarks by Patrick Olivelle in his review of Johannes Bronkhorst's The Two Sources of Indian Asceticism (Bern 1993) in: Journal of the American Oriental Society 115.1995, pp.162-164.

  

2. See Johannes Bronkhorst: "Veda", Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute 70.1989, pp.125-135. Cf. also Michael Witzel: "The Vedic Literature", Vaishnavism. Contemporary Scholars Discuss the Gaudiya Tradition. Steven J. Rosen, editor. New York (Folk Books) 1992, pp.19-26.

  

3. On this see e.g. Wilhelm Halbfass: India and Europe. An Essay in Understanding. Albany (State University of New York Press) 1988, pp.359-367.

  

4. Jiva's arguments have been conveniently presented on pp.75ff. of Stuart Mark Elkman: Jiva Gosvamin's Tattvasandarbha. A Study on the Philosophical and Sectarian Development of the Gaudiya Vaishnava Movement. Delhi/ Varanasi/ Patna/ Madras (Motilal Banarsidass) 1986. See also Heramba Chatterjee Sastri: "Criticism on the Source-Materials of the Vaishnava Philosophy of Bengal", Vaishnavism in Eastern India. Edited by Suresh Chandra Bhatta-charya. Calcutta (Firma KLM under the auspices of the University of Calcutta) 1995, pp.19-27 (esp. pp.22ff.), as well as J. Ganguly Shastri: "The Absorption of Non-Vedic Vaishnavism into the Fold of Smarta Religion in Eastern India", ibid., pp.34-45 (esp. pp.40ff.).

  

5. Halbfass too has not failed to draw due attention to this.

  

6. Ram'mohan Ray: "Gosbamir sahit bicar", Ram'mohan ranabali (samagra bamla racana, samskrita o pharsi racanar anubad, patrabali ebam pradhan pradhan imraji racanasaha ek khande sampurna). Pradhan sampadak Ajit'kumar Ghosh. Sampadak'mandali Mani Bag'ci, Shib'das Cakrabarti, Ab'dul Ajij Al-Aman. Kal'kata (Haraph Prakasani) 1973, pp.155-168; see pp.158-161. The whole tract has been translated into English: "Reply to a Gosvamin, 1818", The Only True God, works on religion by Rammohun Roy selected and translated from Bengali and Sanskrit, with an introduction and notes, by D.H. Killingley. Newcastle upon Tyne (Grevatt & Grevatt) 1982, pp.30-45 (see pp.35-38).
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