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128 THE BABAR-NAMA DESCRIPTION OF FARGHANA

Cesalpinia sappan. A rod-like plant such as the red willow would suit
the several uses of it mentioned by Babar. ‘¢ Tabalgh has the same
meaning as tabarkhan or tabarkhin. See Vullers, i, 420b, and Meninski,
i, 1030, and ii, 3084, s.n., who quotes the Lughat Halimi and the Luyhat
Ni‘matwl-lah. See, too, Rieu, Twrki Cut., pp. 137, 142. It is the
Hyrcanian willow * (H. Beveridge).

% Erskine (p. 6), * They also cut it into forked tops of arrows;”
de Courteille (i, 9), ““ On la taille aussi en fléches.” Steingass, s.n. giz.,
‘““a sort of arrow or dart without wing or point, the two ends being
small, the middle thick,” a description allowing the scraping (tardsh) of
the Turki text. Bibar distinguishes the tir-giz from the auq.

M Tabarruklig bile yardq yirlar ka Witlar. Erskine (p. 6), ““It is
carried to a great distance as a rarity much in request;” de Courteille
(1, 19), “On le transporte au loin, ot il trouve un débit avantageux.”
The text allows the statement that the trees (yighdch) are carried afar,
and this would allow the word yighdch to be translated all through the
passage by ¢ tree” instead of both by ‘“tree *” and *“wood ”. But if the
tabalyha were rod-like, a statement about its wood would slip easily into
the plural form. The Bwrhan-i qati includes the fabarkhiin, the uses of
which suit the tabalyhit.

" Yabraj's-sannan, ““ the mallow consecrated to idols * (Leyden).
*“The plant called mandragora or mandrake. See the Uifaz Udwiyeh
or Materia Medica of Noureddin Muh. Abdalla Shirazy. published with
a translation by CGladwin, Calcutta, 1793. The name aikoti is derived
from the Turki “ (qy. Arabic) ” word ayek, vivacity, and (Turki) of, grass.
M eherylah seems to be merely the Persian translation of the name, from
meher, affection, and gfah, grass. It is, however, called atikoti or dog-
grass. a name which comes from the way in which it is said to be
guthered. They have a fancy that any person who plucks up this grass
dies ; on which account they are said to dig round its roots, and when
these are sufficiently loosened, tie it to the neck of a dog, who, by his
endeavours to get away, pulls it out of the earth. See D’Herbelot,
art. Abrousanam and Astefrenk. The same story is still told.”

‘The mihr-yiyak (Mandragora officinarum, love-apple) is mentioned in
the Hadigatw'l-aqalim of Murtazi Husain Bilgrami (Pevs. lit. ed., p. 426).
Cf. Asiatic Quarterly Review, January and April, 1900, art. Garden of
Climes, H. Beveridge. Worldwide superstitions have prevailed and still
prevail about the mandrake; some are preserved in English villages.
Cf. Genesis xxx, 14, and Song of Solomon vii, 13. De Courteille
translates 7q-6ti by ¢‘T’herbe aux ours” and mihr-giydh by ‘‘I’herbe
Q'amour 7 (i, 9).

 Seven Villages. Mr. Ney Elias has discussed the location of this
place (T.R., p. 180 n.). He mentions that it is placed in Arrowsmith’s
map of 1878 as a district of Kurima, in the elbow of the Sir.
The Babar-nama narrative where Yiti Kint is mentioned allows of
Avrowsmith’s location. Other names of similar form suggest, like this
one, that the numeral in them denotes so many villages served by the
same water. Biskent which is in the neighbourhood assigned to Yiti

Kint, may mean Five Villages.

. VI . :
BUDDHIST NOTES |
VEDANTA AND BUDDHISM
By LOUIS DE LA VALLEE POUéSIN ‘-

THERE is much to support the opinion of ‘Ramz‘muja,
Dr. Thibaut, and many others, that Samkara’s doctrine

of “illusion” is a biassed rendering of the old Vedz‘mnta,
Badarayanik as well ‘as Aupanishadic. If that be granted,
it is by no means self-evident that Buddhism has been
without influence on Samkara’s speculation ; and the last
writer on the subject, Vasudev Anant Sukhtankar, a very
able pupil of Professor: Jacobi, does not conceal his opinion,
or his surmise, that Samkara is indebted to Nagarjuna.l
That may be true, but I would object that we really
know little or nothing about the history of Vedanta
and that conclusions based on philosophical parallels are7
by no means definitive. Autonomous developments —
autonomous if not absolutely independent—are admissible,
Nagarjuna (or his predecessors, the anonymous authors of
the oldest Mahayanasatras), by the very fact that he
proclaims “ voidness” to be the real nature of things, was
prepared to distinguish the relative truth (samurtisatya)
and the absolute one (paramarthika); and his .‘nihilism
coupled with “idealism 7 might lead to the V’ijﬁan‘avada,:
“existence of pure non-intelligent (?) intellect.” On the
other hand the Aupanishadas, from their main thesis
(tat tvam asi, ete.)? could derive the distinction of the

! The Teachings 7 ; imanuja ral Di

tion, Bonn, ;&uggllgsﬁg,etllggéi %céiogrizgrfloclf(\lj::?xg;](fIiinlif}:l;:ie]zlsf;gg-
*1 !;hink that no unprejudiced reader will admit Rﬁmﬁht;ja’.s, inter:

;;retfxtxon of the old pantheist or monist sayings of the Upanishads.
Against, Yasudev Anant Sukhtankar (p- 13), I adhere to the opinion
of Dr. Thibaut : ‘“The fundamental doctrines of Samkara’s. system are

manifestly in greater harmony with the essential teaching of the
JRAS. 1910. 9



130 VEDANTA AND BUDDHISM

two brahmans, of the two vidyas. Both developments
are natural enough ; the conception of the universal void

(o) and the intuition of the infinite (oo) are convergent, -

in the end; but parallel and convergent as they arve,
these developments do not lose their primitive tinge.
The qualis ab incepto is true of every evolution, political
(as M. de 'Kérallain has proved!) or doctrinal: the
samurtisatye, “erroneous truth,” of Nagarjuna is really
“ untruth”; the vatyavahdrika satya, «practical truth,”
of Samkara is truth, provisory indeed, but truth guamnd
méme. Maya is. Samkara’s “ magic play” is caused
by a magician, and this magician is a Lord. Nagarjuna’s
samorti, the Buddhist counterpart of the Vedantic maya,
is like the son of a barren woman: it is not, it cannot
be. But the two systems bear un air de famille, which
has been taken into account more than once and from
both sides. _

This problem is of paramount importance in the history
of Indian thought. It would not be imprudent to say
that as long as we have not ascertained the chronological
relations between primitive Buddhism and the Aupani-
shadic-Samkhya theories, between the system of Nagarjuna
and that of Samkara, between Dignaga and “orthodox
Nyaya”? we cannot boast of even having traced the
cardinal lines of the spiritual and intellectual history
of India. ' o

It is not my present object to discuss the claims of

Upanishads than those of other Vedantic systems ¥ (8.B.E., xlv,
p. exxiv). The ‘ essential teaching” of the Upanishads is not their
spiritual undogmatic or polydogmatic enthusiasm (the chief part from
the point of view of the history of religion), but their ontological
surmises.

1 M. de K. is the French translator of Sumner Maine, Sir Frederick
Pollock, and Sir Alfred Lyall. One will find in the Etudes sur les meeurs
religicuses et sociales de 1’ Extréme Orient (Paris, Fontemoing, 1908)
a splendid translation of the Asiatic Studies of Sir Alfred, with many
notes, illustrations, and appendices of no small interest.

% It is a pity that M. Th. de Stcherbatskof is writing in Russian.
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Sarmkara or Ramanuja to Aupanishadic orthodoxy, or
to unravel the problem of the relations of Buddhism to
amkara’s monism, to specify the possible or probable
loans on both sides. I only intend to give a few
references, some of which are already well known.,

I

The common opinion of the Dvaitavadins or « dualists ”
(Samkhyas, V iSistadvaitavadins) is that the Maya-doctrine
is not Vaidic, i.e. Aupanishadic : mayavadam avaidikam,
says Siva; na . . . tad Vedantamatam, argues Vijiiana-
bhiksu. This doctrine is “Buddhism in disguise”, a doctrine
of « crypto-Bauddhas” (as says Dr. Thibaut)—

mayavadam asac chastram pracchannam bauddham,

eva ca.

The theologians who maintain the Neo-illusionism ”
(adhunika mayavada) and style themselves: Vedantin
(Veddntibruva) are, in fact, Buddhists ; more precisely,
they belong to that branch of the Buddhist school which
is named V ijianavadins, “ who maintain the sole existence
of thought” (bauddhaprabhedah, szﬁdnavddyekadeé"itayd).
They assimilate the “data” of experience, merit, and
demerit, ete., to the «dats ” of a dream, and, using the
(Buddhist) phrase ‘samurtika (erroneous) as the exact
connotation of the “ particular ”, they admit that the
world, the whole of the “knowable ” (prapatica) is pro-
duced by Ignorance. Therefore they ought to be styled
Nastikas (miscreants, or Buddhists). Thus Vijianabhiksu.!

Yamunacarya, too, the gurw of the guru of Ramanuja,

I See Szimlchyapmvacanabh@ya, edited and translated by Professor
Richard Garbe, index sub woc, bauddha, pracchannabauddha, vijia-
navada. With I, 22 (p- 16, 6-7), compare the readings of Padmapurana
(xliii) apud Aufrecht, Cat. Oxoniensis, p. 14 : ‘““mayavadam asac chistra'm
pracchannam bauddham ucyate, mayaiva kathitam devi kalau brahmang.
rapina . . . paratmajivayor aikyam mamatra pratipadyate, brahmano
’sya param ripam nirgunam vaksyate maya, sarvasya jagato 'py atra
mohaniya kalau yuge.”
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¥ N N e . . N . . "' 1 )
clearly refers to Dharmakirti in his Szcldhz'to qg{mn, whe_m
he compares a thesis of the “avowed Buddhlsts‘ ( p.rak(f.gfa’l;o
saugatal), with the formula of the “Buddhls’cs in disguise”.

The first say— o - .

« Although the pure intelligence 1s free from differences,
it is understood, by people whose view is troubled, as
multiple : object of knowledge, subject of knowledge,
knowledge.”?

The second say— .

“ The pure reality is not the cause of the developmen
[of names and forms, of the intellectual contmgenmes'],
because it ceases not to be [what it is, pure] : therefore it
is Illusion who is the mother of this distinction, knower,
knowable.” , .

It is only just to say that Ramanuja could hardly aVO}d
the reproach of dualism, and may be styled « Samkhya in
disguise ”.

IT

Whilst Brahmin nihilists (mayavadins) are t?l.larged
with the crime of Buddhism, Buddhist monists (my@na;
vadins) have to apologize for their “ Brahmic” speculations.

As has been said in this Journal (1908, p. 889),
Buddhists are aware of the close relation between
Vedantism and some of their systems. The Vl']n&nava.da,
at least in some of its ontological principles, is very like

1 Chowkhamba S.8. (No. 36), p. 19. For this reference I am -ind_ebt.ed

to Vasudev Anant Sukhtankar, p. 19, who also refers to Ramanuja,

ribhasya, ii, 2. 27. . . i

M'; f;;ﬁiztlline occurs in Sarvadarsanasamgraha, p. 16' (Bibl. Indica, 180-8),‘
and elsewhere ; it is extracted from the Pramanaviniscaya of Dharma:klrtl
‘(seé Muséon, 1902, and Bouddhisme d’aprés les sources brahman_zqu_es,
. 34 ; add reference to Suklavidaréana). It runs as fol}o?vs: am_bha'go
’p'i bu’ddhg/dtmd viparydsitadarianaih, grahyagrahakasamvittibhedavan wa
Iﬁksyate (or kalpyate). Vasudev Anant Sukhtankar understands buddhyfl,
dtma : the Buddhist attributes the false distinctiion s _to buddhz,
as the Pseudo-Buddhist attributes the same distinction to maya. I prefer

my translation. i R .
‘ Z Sikyamuni has condemned Vijiianavada-Vedanta, Aajjhima, i, p. 329

ciinanam anidassanam anantamn sabbatopabhamn.
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Vedantism in disguise, or, to be more exact, it is likely to
be understood in a Vedantic sense : as Mahamati said to
Buddha in so many words. We cannot forget that
Vijiianavadins are divided into several schools, which are
not without analogy with the schools of Vedanta. Some
of them believe that the prime spirit or thought remains
pure, untouched by the development of contingencies
[prapaiica, ie. manas, manovyidana (= namae, nadma-
rapa)]: does* not this resemble vivartavids ? Others
will admit that the development is real: does not this
resemble visistadvaita ?

I will not miss this opportunity of avowing that I have
been perhaps unfair in my review of my friend Suzuki’s
book, Outlines of Malayana (see Journal, 1908, p. 885).
The claim of the Buddhists to be sunyatavadins, « doctors
of the voidness,” not brahmavadins, cannot be set aside :
philosophers must be credited with the opinions they
profess to cherish. And I have strong objections, as an
historian, to the Buddhist modernism of the Japanese
scholars, of P. L. Narasu, etc. But there may be some
slight portion of truth in Modernisms (they may develop
old, unconscious ideas : much that is believed to be modern
is old),! and, as a matter of fact, sunyata turns out to

' I have just read a good book, written from the “intellectualist ™
point of view, but very ‘‘matter of fact”, Pragmatisme, Modernisme,
Protestantisme (Paris, Bloud, 1909 ; by A. Leclére, Dr. es-Lettres, Prof.
agrégé a I'Université de Berne). The author says, p. 217, note—‘ 1l
vaudrait la peine, aprés avoir rapproché le modernisme catholique du
Protestantisme libéral moderne ou modernisme protestant, d’étudier

le modernisme israélite et le modernisme mahométan.  On sait qu’il
s’est récemment formé & Paris une association israélite en vue de mettre

le Judaisme, en le simplifiant, & la hauteur de la pensée contemporaine ;
-ce mouvement a déja une littérature ; il sest constitué par un minimisme

assez analogue 4 ceux que nous avons signalés. D’autre part, le

.Babisme, si-tangent chez ses meilleurs représentants avec la pure

religion naturelle, et si bienveillant & légard de toutes les religions
positives, qu’il prétend dépasser, modernise avec ardeur le vieil Islam,
Autant de dissolutions des formes positives de la religion. L’écart est

.moins grand qu’on ne le pense généralement entre celles de ces dissolu-

tious ot on a lillusion d’approfondir Vesprit de la doctrine qu’on
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be very like bralhma, and nirvana, « transla.tefl ” a's it 1:
by bodhi or *buddhabhiya, has the same religious impor
as brakmabhaya.
II1 .

One cannot read the Gaudapadakarikas vxfithc.mt being
struck by the Buddhist character of the leading ideas and
of the wording itself. The author seems.to have used
Buddhist works or sayings, and to have ad.]uste(% them to
his Vedantic design ; nay more, he finds pleasure in double
entendre. As Gaudapada is the spiritual grandfather of
Samkara, this fact is not insignificant.! o

The fourth chapter bears a distinetly Buddhist tinge.
It has been happily summarized by Professor -A. .’A.
Macdonell : “ It is entitled Alatasanti, or ¢ Ijlxtmctlon
of the firebrand (circle)’, so called fror.n an ingenuous
comparison made to explain how plurahty al%d genesis
seem to exist in the world. If a stick which is glowing
at one end is waved about, fiery lines or cu‘cl.es 'are
produced without anything being added tf) or issuing
from the single burning point. T}T? fiery line or circle
exists only in the consciousness (vijiiana). So,'too,'the
many phenomena of the world are mei'ely the vibrations
of the consciousness, which is one.”2 One cou.ld add
that, really, knowledge (ynana) or brahman is free
from the threefold determination; knower, knowable,
and knowledge. If we are not to T‘est on sy}l'ables—l
appamattakam kho pan ’etcm.n‘ yqd_ wdam _bycgr%yanasm /
ma  ayasmanto appamattakeli vivadam apajjittha® —
transforme [as it is apparently the case with N igarjl}na, with Samkaral],
et celles ot 'on a conscience d’évoluer tout a fait en dghor§ de la
tradition.” (Neo-Buddhists ought to be aware that they are pouring new
wines, and, alas! sophisticated alcohols, into old bottles.) A historical
study’of Neo-Buddhism would be very interesting, as an episode of the
intellectual conquest of the East by the West a.n(.i vice versa.

! The following notes are by no means exhaustive.

2 Sanskrit Literature, p. 242. ‘ ) '
3 Majjhima, ii, p. 240. *“Syllables are of little importance : do not,

3 2
O monks, dispute on mere trifles.

EEEmme—
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‘this transcendent knowledge is like the absolute blank
of the Vijianavadins, ” : o

The simile of the firebrand circle “occurs. in Maitry-
upanisad, iv, 24 : < He beholds Brahman: flashing like the
circle of g whirling torch, in colour like the sun . . . » ;1

.

but it can also be traced in Buddhist books as one

of the numerous symbols of unreality,? namely, in the
Lankavatarae 3— : '

tadyatha  Mahamate acukram alatacakram  balaig
cakrabhavena parikalpyate na ponditair, evam evq
Mahamate /czodr,sgfitirthyc‘oéuyapatim e]catvdnyatvobkaya-
tranubhayatvam, parikalpayisyant; sarvabhavotpattaw :

“The firebrand circle is not a circle, and is ‘wrongly
supposed by the ignorant, not by the wise, to be a circle.
In the same way, heretics will suppose that beings

originate from themselves, from others, from both, with-
out both.” ¢

! Cowell's translation. Aldtacakram iva sphurantam adityavarpam

. brahma . . . apasyat.  (Comm., : lasya brakmana  atmabhedatva.-
khyapanaya Puwplingair visesanair vidinasti.) Id est, the unreal qualifica-
tions of brahman, < ﬁashing like a firebrand circle,” are in the masculine

‘“to show the identity between the neuter brahman and the masculine
soul”, says Ramatirtha (and also to spare the undenotability and the
unconcern of the Absolute). As a matter of fact, Brahman does not
flash into unreal solar protuberances, but it appears, it appears to itself,
to be flashing. Cf. vi, 17: Brahma . . . ko ‘nantah.

2 Mahavyutpatti, § 139, 21.

* Buddhist Text Society, p. 95.

. * The simile of the firebrand is also of use in the Sautrantika school,
to explain the quomodo of the ‘“compound perceptions”. See Wassilieft,
Buddhismus, p. 284 (312) : ““ The forms of the object penetrate one after
the other into the understanding : the illusion of simultaneity is caused
by the swiftness of this proceeding. Just so an arrow passes through
the eight leaves of a flower, as it were, at the same time, and firebrand
appears as a circle.”

From another point of view it is evident that any compound perception
(i.e. every perception) is * born from imagination *, or subjective : ““ The
notion of a cloth or a straw mat is gradually produced : therefore this
notion has for real object the parts of the cloth or straw mat, and as
such, as cloth or mat notion, it results from imagination. As in the
case of a firebrand. The notion of a firebrand circle has for real object,

places owing to a rapid
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Nevertheless, the title of the fourth chapter of the
Karikas cannot be said so far to be Buddhist (the phrase
alatasanti has not been traced in Buddhist boo.ks) ; ]_Jut
the main idea that there is no birth, Productlon, Jata,
utpada, that causation is impossible since the cause
cannot be identical with, nor different fr?m, the eﬁ:ect,
since neither being, nor nonbeing, nor bemg+nonbel_rzlg,
can originate, is thoroughly Madhyamaka. - Ga,udapa;l a
maintains ajati (once anufpatti), and denies :u,cche. @,
with the same emphasis as Bhagavat in the Astasahasrika
prajiuaparamita or in the Lankavatara ; afld’he supports
his thesis by Nagarjuna’s or Buddhapalita’s favourite
arguments :—

11, 32. na nirodho na cotpattir na baddho na ca sadhakah
’ B . . . - " — : -
na muwmulsur na vai mukte ity esd paramarthata

“There is no destruction, no birth, no bound, no
endeavouring [for release], no desiring release, no released :
such is the real truth.”1

Or again—
; Coe
IV, 59. yatha mayamayad bijaj jayate tanmayo n]uu? alz_
nasaw nityo na cocchedi tadvad dharmesw yojand
“From a magical seed is born a magical sprout: this

sprout is mneither permanent nor perishing. Such are
) "
things, and for the same reason.

It is the sanyebhya eva Sunya dharmal prabhowanﬁ
' (.lharmebhyqﬁ, “from void things, void things are born,” each

motion. -:Just so. Argument: cloth is not real, because th'e grasping
of it depends on the grasping of its parts, as is the case.wwh_ the hr-e-
brand circle” — yasmdit kramena patabuddhil, ka{abudd.hzr va tasma'd
s avayavesv :eva - patavayavesu katdvayavesu va tadbuddhil, ?ch,talniddhz{/,
patabuddhir vd . vikalpavasad bhavati. alatacakravat. ‘yatha,laie sz?hm-
i 3!17.71,613”‘(2! tatra tatrotpadyaimdane 'latacakrabuddhir bhavati, tadvat_. sad.ha-
- mam catra: na. dravyasat pato vayavagrahanasipeksagrahanatvad, aldta-
- cakravat (Abhidharmakosavyakiyd, MS. Soc. As., fol. 67a).

1 Quoted::more than once by Vijiianabhiksu ; see (Garbe's indexes.
Madhyamaka,. xvi; .5.:.na badhyante na mucyante. .

© Y 8api nanavidha maya nandpratyayasambhara,
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according to its causes, for “illusion ig manifold, being
produced by manifold causes .1

As concerns the wording, let us compare—

1. Gaudapada, ii, 38 2
tattvam adlyatmikam drstvd tattvam drstva tu bahyatal,
tattvibhato tadaramas tattvid apracyuto bhavet,

Comm. bahyam prthivyadi tattvam adhyatmikam ca dehadilaksanam
rajjusarpadivat Svapnamayadivad asat; atmi ca sabahyantaro hy ajo
+ « . nirguno niskalo niskriyas tat satyam sa atma .
tattvam drstva .

Bhagavat (quoted ﬂladhymﬁakav?'tti, p. 348) *—
gunyam adhyatmikan pasya pasya Sanyan bahirgatam
ne vidyate so'pi kas cid yo bhavayati samyatam.

2. Gaudapada, iv, 1-—

. evam

jﬁdnendkds’aka-lpena dharman’ yo gaganopaman
Jreyabhinnena sambuddhas tam vande dvipadam varam

Comym. ayam evedvaro yo Narayanikhyas tam vande .« . . dvipadam
varam dvipadopalaksitanim purusinam varam pradhanam purusottamam

ity abhiprayah . . . jx‘u‘majﬁeyajﬁz‘ttybhedamhitam paramarthatattvadar-
Sanam . . .

It is probable that this Sloka is a Buddhist one: the
‘excellent biped is Sakyamuni.

3. Gaudapz‘mda, iv, T—
prakrter anyathablavo ng katham cid bhavisyati.
Nagarjuna, Madlyamaka, xv, 8 (Madhyamakavrtti,
p. 271)—
prakrter anyathibhdavo na I, Jatapapadyate.
4. Gaudapada, iv, 17, 18—
aprasiddhal katham hetul, phalam utpadayisyati ?

yadi hLetol, phalat siddhil, Phalasiddhis cq het_fuml,z,
katarat pPurvanispennanm Yasya siddhir apelsaya ?

Bodhicaryavatara,
ix, 12

% Anandaérama edition,
3 Bibliotheca Buddhica.

e



yadindhanam apeksyagnir apeksyagnim yadindhanam
katarat parvanispannam yad apeksyagnir indhanam ?
5. Gaudapada, iv, 19—
evam hi sarvatha buddhair ajatil paridipita.

ComM. evam hetuphalayoh karyakaranabhavanupapatter aj:.'ttib sarva-
syanutpattih paridipita prakagitanyonyapeksadosam bruvadbhir vadibhir
buddhaih panditair ity arthah. ;

Lankavatara (p. 78)1—

anuwtpanndal sarvabhavah.
H Satyadvayavatarasitra
p. 375)—

(quoted  Madhyamakavrtti,

evam eva devaputre, . . . samsiaro Py paramarthato
‘tyantanutpadata yavan nirvapam api paramdrthato
‘tyantanutpadatd.

Sy R =

6. Gaudapada, iv, 22—

svato va parato vapi na kim cid vastw Jayate

sad asat sadasud vapi na kim cid vastu Jayate.
Nagarjuna, Madhyamaka, i, 1 (Madhyamakavrtti, p. 12 ;
i cf. i, 6-7, p. 82)—

i na svato nape parato na dvabhyam napy ahetutah
1 utpannd jatw vidyante bhavah kva cana ke cana,

7. Gaudapada, iv, 93—

adisanta hy anwtpanndl prakrtyeiva sunirvrtal

sarve dharmah samablinna ajam samyam visaradam.

Comm. adisanta nityam eva danta . . . aja$ ca prakrtyaiva sustha-
paratasvabhavah . . . sarve dharmah sama$ cabhinnaé ca . . . ajam
samyam vidiradam viSuddham &atmatattvam yasmat tasmac chantir
mokso va nisti kartavya ity arthah.

Madhyamikas, too, maintain that nrvana or $amti or

moksa is not to be acquired, as says Bodhisattva Sarvani-
varanaviskambhin in

T Buddhist Text Society.
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Nagarjuna, Madhyamaka, x, 8 (Madhyamakavrtti,
p- 207)— '

VEDANTA AND BUDDHISM 139

Ratnameghasiitya, (quoted Madhyamakavrtti, p- 225)—
adiganta Jy wnutpamnal prakrtyaive cq nUrvrtal
dharmas te vivrta natha dharmacakrapravartane.
8. Gaudapada, iv, 98—

alabdhavaranal sarve dharmak

b prakrtinirmalah
adaw buddhas tathd muktd budhyanta iti nayakah.
Comar.

alabdham apriptam avaranam avidyadinibandhanam yesam te
dharma alabdhavarana bandhanarahita ity arthah. prakrtinirmalah
svabhavasuddha adau buddhas tathd mukts yasman nityasuddhabuddha-
muktasvabhavah. yady evam katham tarhi budhyanta ity ucyate.
nayakih svaminah samartha boddhum  bodhaaktimatsvabhava ity
arthah. yatha nityaprakiéasvarﬁpo 'pi savitd prakagdata ity ucyate
yatha va nityanivrttagatayo 'pi nityam eva failas tisthantity ucyate
tadvat.

Bodhicaryévatﬁra, ix, 104—

sattvale prakrtya parinirvrtih.
Patijika ad ix, 108—

sarvadharmal . . . anutpannaniruddhasvabhdavatvae
ca prakrtiparinirvrta adisanta ity ueyante.
Bodhicaryavatﬁm, ix, 151—
nirvrtanirertanan co viseso ndasti vastutal.

CoMy. nirvrta ye sarva,dha.rmévara)gaprah{u}&d vinirmuktasarvaban-
dhanah. anirvrta ye rzigadiklegapé.s’-aya.tbacittasamtataya]g samsaracara-
kantargatah. tesim ubhayesam api viSeso Lhedo nasti na sambhavati
- - . vastutah paramarthatah sarvadharmanam nihsvabhavatays prakrti-
parinirvrtatvat. nirvrtah svabhivasanyatvad utpadanirodharahitah,
paramarthena, paramarthasatyatah prakrtinirvanataya ‘diantatvat.

Lankavatara (p. 80)—

prakrtipo’abluiswwaviéuddhydd@'viefuddha

. . . tathaga-
tagarbha.

Astasahasrika prajfiaparamita (p- 47)—
ad$uddhatvad adiparisuddhatoat sattvas

9. Gaudapada, iv, 99—

kramate na hi buddhasya jranam dharmesy tayinah

sarve dharmas tathd jranam naitad buddhena bhasitam

ComM. yasman na hi kramate buddhasya paramarthadaréino jianam
visayantaresu dharmesu dharmasamstham savitariva prabha.

ya.

tayinal,
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tayo ’syastiti tayi, samtayavato! nirantarasyikadakalpasyety arthal,
pujavato va prajiavato vi. sarve dharma atmano 'pi tathd jianavad
evakasakalpatvan na kramante kvacid apy arthantara ity arthah. -yad
adav upanyastam jnanenakasakalpenetyadi 2 tad idam akasakalpasya
tiyino buddhasya tadananyatvad akasakalpam jiinam na kramate
kvacid apy arthantare. tatha dharma iti. akadam ivicalam avikriyam
niravayavam nityam advitiyam asangam adrdyam agrihyam aganaya-
dyatitam brahmatmatattvam * na hi drastur drster viparilopo vidyata ”
iti $ruteh, jianajiieyajnatrbhedarahitam paramarthatattvam advayam
etan na buddhena bhasitam. yady api bahyirthanirakaranam jnana-
matrakalpana cadvayavastusamipyam uktam, idam tu paramarthatattvam
advaitam vedantesv eva vijieyam ity arthah.

“ The knowledge of an Awakened (Buddha), id est of a seer of reality,
does not bear on things, id est on any extraneous object ; it resides on
things itself, as doeslight in the sun. Awakened = Tayin. The Awakened
one is, indeed, homogeneous (tdyin), id est endowed with homogeneity,
possessed of continuity, without interval or difference, space-like. Tdayin
can also be understood in the meaning of Adorable or Sage. Such are
all the things, id est all the souls ; just as the knowledge [of a Buddhal],
they are space-like, and do not bear on anything outside themselves.
What has been said at the beginning of this treatise (Gaudapada, iv, 1),
‘ by a space-like knowledge,’ that space-like knowledge of a space-like
homogeneous Awakened who is nothing else than this knowledge 3 does
not bear on anything outside. Such are [also] things [whatever they are].
This [knowledge] space-like, immovable, unmodifiable, without parts,
fast, sole, free, not to be seen, not to be grasped, beyond hunger and the
like, essence of Brahma-itma, according to the Scripture ¢ there is not
discontinuity of seeing to the seer ’ (Brhat. iv, 3. 23), free from the
opposition knowledge-knowable-knower, reality, non-duality, has not
been taught by (Sakyamuni) Buddha. When denying the existence of
the external world and supposing the sole existence of knowledge, he
came very near the essential non-duality : but this non-dual reality can
only be learned in the Upanishads.”

As a matter of fact, this knowledge, without “know-
able-knower-knowledge ”, is the knowledge of a Buddha,
according to the Mahayana. And a Buddhist may say
nwitad buddhena bhasitam, « This doctrine has not been
taught by Buddha,” for Buddha does not teach anything.

! Editor has tapi(yi Jnal tapo('yo) samtanavato ; MSS. tdpi, tayr, tapo,
ayo, samiapavato—see M.W.2; tdy =to spread, to proceed in a con-
tinuous stream or line, Dhatup., xiv, 18. See Mahavyutpatti, 1, 15;
96, 6 ; Namasamgiti, = tratar ; Burn., Intr., p. 227; Kern, ad Lotus,
i, 73, ii, 47 (mighty, able, clever), iv, 40 (strenuous ; Pan. i, 3. 38,
kramate, tayante), ix, 4 (mighty saint) ; Speyer, ad Divyavadana,
‘Wien Z. xvi, p. 349,

¢ See above, p. 137, No. 2. 3 tadananyatvat (?).

11

MISCELLANEOUS COMMUN ICATIONS

THE BESNAGAR INscriPTION A

In view of some remarks which have been made to
me, it seems desirable to give a note, which did not seem
necessary when I edited the record (this Journal, 1909:
1087), on the term Kasiputa, which we have ag the
metronymic of king Bhagabhadra.

Dr. Bloch, whose unexpected death has removed a
promising worker in the field of Indian epigraphy, took
the vowel of the first syllable as a damaged 6, and read
K[o]stputasa, which he interpreted as meaning “of the
son of a lady belonging to the Kautsa gotra”. To that,
however, there is, even apart from the point that the
reading is distinctly Kasiputasa, the following substantial
objection.

It is the case that there are various words in which
ts, and the chchh which results from ¢ 4 §, become ss,
and sometimes s with lengthening of a preceding short
vowel; e.g., ussagga = utsarga, ussukka or wssusiho —
wehehhullka,t vasantusavg = vasamtotsava, siasasaw = socl-
chhvasa : see Pischel, Grammatik der P’rdkr’it-Sp’rachen,
§327a. But that change takes place only in compounds,
when ¢ is the final letter of & syllable. That is not the
case in Kautsa. And from the feminine Kawutsi we
could only have, with the usual change of ¢s to chehl,
(0p. cit., § 327), Kochehhi, which in the Besnagar inscription
would have been written Kochhi. This is, in fact, the
established corruption: we have it in the instrumental,
written Kochhiye, in the Mathura Inscription of the year
! The word ussukka, usswinka, *free from customs’, comes from the
Kalpasitra, ed. Jacobi, § 102. The same passage gives also wkkara —
wkara, ‘free from taxes’. This is worth noting in connexion with

ubalike = udbalika, *free from the bali’, in the Rummindeéi inscription :
see this Journal, 1909, 467, 760.
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50 8. 4. B. Mercer, The Oath in Cuneiform Inscriptions. [1913.

was pronounced. Here we have the older.forr‘n, thet maledic-
tion,! and its successor, the oath, side by side in an important
transaction. '

As this historical inscription shows, being the only evidence
of an oath prior to the dynasty of Ur, we have in 'tl'lese
inscriptions the evidence mnot fof the growth. of a rehglous
idea, hut that of a legal custom in commercla} transactions.
Long before the custom of recording an oath in a legal do-
cument arose, this historical inscription teaches us that the
custom of oath-taking was known. The idea underlyi'ng an
oath and perhaps also the custom of practically taking an
oath is as old as religion itself. The foregoing study, however,
demonstrates that the legal formula in contracts was the resuit
of a long development.

1 Although in very late literature the malediction became again the

more prevalent.

On Mayavada, by Hermanx JacoBr, Professor in the
University of Bonn, Germany.

In my last articlet T have discussed the attitude taken up
by the orthodox philosophers in India towards the epistemology
of the Buddhists. In connection with this discussion I shall
now treat the question about the nature of early Vedanta,
and, as T hope, bring it nearer to a conclusion.

The arguments of the Buddhists of both the Nibilistic and
Idealistic schools regarding the unreality of the objects of
perception may thus be summarised. Our perceptions in
dreams do mot, in principle, differ from those in the waking
state, and consequently the latter must be Just as void and as
independent of something existing beside them (their object)
as the dream-impressions; further examples of impressions void
of really existing objects are magic, fata morgana, and mirage.
This view of the Illusionists is confuted much in the same
way in the Nyiya and Brahma Sutras; here we are concerned
with the latter only. The discussion of Badarayana (B. 8.
I, 2, 28--32) as illustrated by the passage from the ancient
Vrttikara, quoted by Sabarasvamin in tho Bhasya on M. S.
1, 1, 5 (sec above, 31. 23), leaves no doubt on the point at
issue, viz. that, according to these ancient Vedanta authors,
there is a generic difference between dream-impressions and
waking impressions, and that therefore the latter are not
independent of really existing objects,

The oldest work on Vedanta Philosophy besides Badarayana’s
Brahma Sitras, are the Karika's: on the Mindikyopanisad

t The Dates of the Philosophical Satras of the Brahmans; see JAOS.
31. 1ff.
 Anandasrama Series, No. 10. An English translation of the text
and Commentary has been issued in India; but the book has not been
accessible to me.
4%
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by Gaudapada.! The chronological relation between Badara-
yana and Gaudapada will be discussed hereafter; for the
present we have to deal with his philosophical opinions.
Gaudapada is, as far as we know, the first author who for-
mulated the Mayavada or the doctrine that everything except
Brahma is an illusion; this doctrine was either originated by
Lim, or by a school of thinkers of whom he became the head;
the latter alternative would seem the more probable one.

Now Gaudapada has used the very same arguments as the
Juddhists to. prove the unreality (vaitathyam = asatyatvam)
ot the external objects of our perceptions; he states this
argument in IT 4 which is thus explained by his commentator,
Saikara2: “Things seen in the waking state are not true:
this is the proposition (pratijiia); because they are seen: this
is the reason (hetu); just like things seen in a dream: this is
the instance (drstanta); as things seen in dream are not true,
so the property of being seen belongs in like manner (to things
seen) in the waking state: this is the application of the reason
(hetipanaya); therefore things seen in the waking state are
also untrue: this is the conclusion (nigamana). Things seen
in a dream differ from those seen in waking in that the
former are reduced in size because they are within (the body
of the dreamer). But therc is no difference in so far as both
are ‘seen’ and are ‘untruc’” — And in IT 31 all unreal things
are mentioned together: “As dreams or magic or fata morgana
are regarded (as unrcal by ordinary men), so this whole world
is regarded by those versed in the Vedantas™

The argument thus expounded by Gaudapada forms the
basis of his doctrine of Mayavida, and it is, as we know, the
same argument which the Buddhists employed to establish the

t I fully concur with Mr. Barnet in his review of Max Walleser, Zur
Geschichte und Kritik des alteren Vedanta (Heidelberg 1910) in JRAS
1910 that Gaudapida is the mame of the author and that it has not
wrongly been abstracted from the title Gaudapadiya Karikah. Whether the
author be the same as, or different from the Gaudapada the oldest com-
mentator on the Sinkhya Karikas, in both cases there can be no doubt
that Gaudapdda was an actual name,

2T am inclined to think that this Sankara is not the same as the
author of the Sariraka Bhasya. The latter would hardly have stated
the argument in the form and the terms of an anumane according to
Nyaya principles.
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Sanyavada. As that argument is strenuously confuted by
Badarayana, it is evident that he cannot have held the same
opinion in this matter as Gaudapada, or, in other words, the
Brahma Satras do not teach the Mayavada. This is one point
which I wish to malke.

The next question we must try to solve is whether
Gaudapada is acquainted with the Stinyavada or the
Vijnanavada. The answer is furnished by karikas IV 24ff
For in karika 24 a Realist contends that ideas (prajuapti)
and feelings would not arise if mnot caused by external
things. The opponent, in karikas 25—27, shows the un-
reasonableness of assuming objects existing beside and inde-
pendent of ideas (prajiiapti, citta). This refutation is, as the
commentator tells us, “the argument of the Buddhists of the
Vijnanavadin school, who combat the opinion of the realists
(bahyarthavadin), and the Acarya agrvees with him thus far”
That the statement of the commentator is right, is evident
from the nature of the argument itself, and becomes still
more so from the next verse (28). which furnishes the final
decision of the Vedantin: “Therefore the idea (citta) does not
originate, nor does the object of the idea originate; those who
pretend to recognise the originating of ideas, may as well
recognise the trace (of birds) in the air”. For here the fun-
continuous flow of momentary ideas, is clearly referred to and
confuted. Since tlie Brahma Sitras and the ancient Vrytti
refer to the Sanyavada only, as I hope to have established
in my former article, the Gaudapadiva Karikas which allude
to the latest phase of Buddhist philosophy must be consider-
ably younger than the Brahma Sutras. This has always been
the opimion of the Pandits. It has, however, lately bheen con-
troverted by Dr. Wallesert on the ground that the Gauda-
padiya Karikas ouly are quoted in ancient Buddhist hooks
as an authority on Vedanta philosophy. Even in case this
assertion should be confirmed by the progress of research, the
alleged fact would not necessarily upset the above result.
For the cnigmatical character of the sutras of Badarayana
make them unfit for quotations, at least of an outsider, to
illustrate a point of Vedanta philosophy. And hesides the

t 1 c. p. 23
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Juddhists may have ignored the old Vedanta of Badarayana
as the Jainas did so late as the minth century A.D.t; but
they could not well have ignored the Gaudapadi, since that
work taught a philosophy which resembled their own in many
regards.

Our inquiry has established 1. the ncar relation, amounting
almost to identity, betwcen the epistemology of the Sanya-
vadins or Vijianavadins on one side and of Gaudapada’s
Mayavada on the other; 2. the opposition of the latter to
Badarayana on this liead; and 3. the posteriority of Gauda-
pada to Badariyana. Now these facts admit, in my opinion,
of a natural and probable construction, viz. that Gaudapada
adapted the Illusionism of the Duddhists to the teachings of
the Upanisads. This view is supported by the many coin-
cidences between the Gaudapadiya Karikas and the Madliya-
mika sitras to which Professor L. de la Vallée Poussin has
lately drawn attention.2 The theory, that the Mayavada is
a Vedantic adaptation of the Sunyavada, has been first put
forward by V. A. Sukhtankar3; I may add that T perfectly
agree with lim.

The probable history of the Mayavada may be briefly
described: originally the doctrine of some school of Aupani-
sadas, it became an orthodox philosoply, wher 1t had success-
fully been made the basis of interpretation of the Brahma
sitras, already by earlier writers and finally by the great
Saiikara. For the two Mimamsas are the preeminently ortho-
dox systems; but we should never lose sight of the fact that
they are originally and primarily systems of the Exegesis of
the Revelation, the Purva Mimamsa of the Revelation as far
as it is concerned with sacrifice (karmalanda), and the Uttara
Mimamsa with regard to Brabma. These two schools of
orthodox theologians developed philosophical doctrines of their
own, but these are found in the Bhasyas and are scarcely
alluded to in the sitras themselves.

t Haribhadra, Saddarsanasamuccaya v. 3; Siddharsi, Upamitibhavapra-
pafica Katha p. 661 1f.; sce above vol. 31, p. 6 note 3,

2 JRAS 1910 p. 128 ff.

3 WZKDM vol. 22, p. 186 1f. see also above vol. 31, p. 8, note 1.

Sanskrit Kabdiras or Kubdiras and Greek Kabeiros.! —
By E. W. Hopxixs, Professor in Yale University.

The phonetic equivalence of the Greek and earlier Sanskrit
forms is patent and has already been noted by Professor
Wackernagel (KZ. 41, p. 3141f), who explains the labialization
in the later Sanskrit form as due to the proximity of the lahial
consonant. The difficulty in the identification has lain in the
apparently incongruous character of the two spirits.

In preparing a manual of Hindu mythology I have recently
been impressed with the fact that the incongruity is more
apparent than real. The variant Ko-beiros, which Hesychius
identifies with the kobalt or gobelinus ordinarily called Kobalos
was originally one with the form Ka-beiros. That is to say,
the house-spirit full of tricks was at first not differentiated
from the gnome of the mountain-caves, kybéla. The chthonic
mountain-mother abstracted from the caves is Nybgle (Kybelg).
I shall give mno analysis of the character of the Greek spirit.
The tricky troll of the Atlienian home, the mysterious gnome
of the mountain caves, with his phallic characteristics, his
affinity with the worker in iron and fire, the hoarder of treas-
ure conneccted with the god of luck, finally the mystery and
revelling of the Kabeiros—these need only to be mentioned to
be recalled. But as for Kab#iiras or Iuberas, who would
think of him as capable of being interpreted in the same way,
I venture to add even described with the same words?

The fact is, however, that Sanskrit scholars are obliged to
depend in large part for their understanding of Hindu gods
upon statements made in comparatively late literature, and
when these statements are united in the current mythological
handbooks with other data drawn at random from Vedic and

t This paper was read at the Meeting of the Oriental Congress——Athens.
April, 1912.
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sophy to make a perceptual or a conceptual reconstruction of reality,
urge all, irrespective of caste, sex and culture, earnestly to reali;e
Brakman as known by a simple act of intuition or feelingly to adore
the highest human manifestation of God in an Awvai@ra. They
teach men to gain a direct perception of their highest spiritual
existence within and without, to feel within themselves the bliss
divine by tho realization, conscious or unconscious, of the greatness,
goodness, blessedness, grace, self-revealing power, cte., which belong
to God alone. The predominance of faith which the Suatrakira has

sought to establish is not in any way a departure from the conclu--

sions of the teachers of old. The end of human activities is not
mere knowledge which taken by itself is rather dry and barren, but
joy divine attainable by an intense sympathy, intellectual or other-
wise, with the whole of things. This is the sum and substance no
doubt of *“ the Doctrine of Honey (Madhu-vidya) embodied in the
Brhadaranyaka Upawisad, and this is the conclusion of the Taittiriya
Upanisad which assigns unconditionally the highest place to the
spiritual self (@nandamaye atma) rather than to the cognitive one
(vijiianammaya). Thus it can be shown that development of the
Hindu theory of faith is just a process of specialization which pro-
ceeded side by side with the development of Indian literature itself.
In other words, the gradual unfolding of religious consciousness of
the Hindus can be traced by the gradual separation of the texts
themselves.

THE GAUDAPADA-KARIKA ON THE MANDUKYA
UPANISAD.

By ViDHUSHEKHARA BHATTACHARYA.

1t was in July 1919 that, in order to prepare some lectures for my
pupils in the Visvabharati, Santiniketana, Thad to read the Upanisads
anew; and in doing so, when I began to study the Gaudapadn-
Karika on the Mandikya text, T was struck with its contents which
were known to me before this in a quite different light. I found
there something new which I never thought of finding in it. And
here 1 desire to present in part what I found in the following pages.

The Mandikya is held to be one of the ten principal Upanisads.
1t is also popularly thought that the Acirya Gaudapida, the ¢ Para-
magurw’ of the great Vedantist Sankaracarya, has commented upon
it by his Karikds, i.e. explanatory verses, the real name of which
is Agamasastra. ‘This Agamasastra is again believed to be a pure
Vedantic work. Even renowned authors and teachers have taken
it to be so. But all these views are to be either given up altogether
ot to be modified to a great extent. All these and similar other
points have been thoroughly discussed in my main dissertation on
these Karikas which will, T hope, be shortly ready for the press
under the name of < The Agamasastra of Gaudapadae.”

The ggama.é&stm is divided into four Prakaranas or < Books. In
the first Book there is nothing particular to comwment upon, but as
regards the other three, 1 can in no way admit that what is treated
and established ‘therein is pure Vedania. If it were so, we shall be
obliged to say that the Vedanta which Gaudapada knew was quite
different from that known to us until now. It is clear that in
Books 11 and II1 the Acarya has tried to bring Vedanta into har-
mony with Buddhism and has succeeded in doing so. I strongly
believe that Buddhism did not spring up in the country all of a
sudden. 1t must have been influenced by the Upanisads which
preceded it. Consequently some of the Buddhist theories, such as
the Vijianavade of the Yogdcaras, and the Sunyav(ida of the
Madhyamikas, can be traced back to, and explained to some extent,
by the Upanisadic texts, which deserve to be interpreted quite in-
dependently without paying any heed to the existing schools of
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interpretation. [t ig Gaudapada, and he alone, who discovered the
true relation betwecP the Vedantic and Buddhistic views. In Books
iI and IIT of his Agamasastra, Gaudapada begins with Vedanta
and concludes with Buddhism, showing thereby how the former
leads to the latter. But he has devoted Book IV entirely to Bud-
dhism, or, to be more particular, to Yogacira and Madhyamika
schools. 1t is quite apparent from his Agamasastra that he has
freely used the principal Buddhist works, such as the Astasahasrika
PrajRaparamita, Nagarjuna’s Malamadhyamaka-Karikd with the
commentary by Candrakirti, and Asanga’s Mahayanasutralankara.
Not only this. He has also employed identical words, even often
quoting the same lines from diflerent Buddhist works, though with-
out mentioning his sources. Irom a perusal of the Agwmasastra
it will also be ev'ideut that the real father of the present Advaitavada
is not the great Sankaracarya, but Gaudapada, his Paramaguru who,
on his own part, is again much indebted to the Buddhists. Details
Of all these things will be found in my forthcoming volume * 7The
Agamasastra of Gaudapida’ referred to. Here, however, I shall try
to give only a short account of some of them confining myself to a
very small number of Karikas, contained mainly in Book 1V.

I have already said that the fourth Book of the Adgamasasira is
devoted entirely to Buddhist philosophy ; nothing of Vedanta is to
be found there, though it has been explaived in Vedantic light.
This assertion can be proved from the very beginning of it. The
first two Karikas form what is known in Sanskrit literature as
1]1a7‘1gal&carm}.a, ‘Salutation’ or < Prayer for suceess,” ete.  And the
first of these two Karikas runs as follows : —

FATEINEET waty & ansrqarg |
Saifvad ggE a= fuaf ava

The author pays homage to fgaziat < the greatest of men,” the
word fgug (or fyuz ) lit. biped’ meaning ‘a man.’ But who is
the greatest of men referred to here ? He cannot be any other than
the Buddha. For it is the Buddha, and he alone, who is addressed
by that phrase, as is evident throughout Buddhist literature, either
in Pali or Sanskrit. fgawi ax when compounded becomes fguzac,
which is tantamount to fgedm 1 in Sanskrit, and frazwa in Pali
And it is one of the synonyms for the Buddha,' and it is in.

1 Abhidhanappadipika, Colombo, 1900, I ; Mahdasaddaniti, Colombo, 1909 ;
p- 60, 1. 25. !
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frequent use in literature (Suttanipala, P. T. S. 83, 995, 998; Sama-
dhiraja, B. T.S.p. 8). The word fgaz-%y, too, for the Buddha occurs
in the Mahavyutpaiti (Memoir, Asiatic Society of Bengal, p. 236) in
the following phrase :— .
‘3% v =ty fguzawoa |7

According to the commentator, Szu’lkara,,' fauzi aT means gadaa i.c.
aIuFET . Says he ¢ yalq = HHEE FHEIAG (QFAT qoEme: .. fgoai
L gruim{ a< gyie gRuiway cafawg: | v
But even gaurm# does not necessarily mean s for it is also a
well-known name of the Buddba as will be found in the Mahavastu
(Senart, Vol. 11, pp. 194, 199, 252, 266 ; Samadhirija, p. 3). The
word &M, too, is one of the name of the Buddha (/bid., p. 193,
Mahavyulpatti, Vol. 1, 39, p- 2 ; Samdadhirdja, pp. 8, 17, 18). It is
also to be noted here that nowhere in Brahmanic Sanskrit literature
the word fgugiw# or-a similar word compounded with fgaz is to be
found to mean MmTFw. In the Mahabharaia (Vana, 57. 42) fgagiac
is used as an adjective of Nala.

The other words of the Karika will strongly support the view that
the author means here the Buddha. The literal import of the verse

is this :—

* Who has perfectly understood the things (4% ) which are like
the sky (sw#itaa) through his knowledge (@) which is not
different from its object (F=ifwg) and is also like the sky
(wiEr9E= ), to him, to the greatest of men, 1 do homage.”

tHere ave two points.  First, @ is here said to be wamawy ¢ like
the sky,” and again it is s=ifag ‘not dillerent from %7 ¢ knowable,’
the object of knowledge; secoud, the things (4®) are likewise
anstaq ¢ like the sky.’

Now; who is that person to whom there is no difference between
14 and the 39, and 9@ is wi&wa@w?  And what is really implied
by the word w# which is also described as aaataw ?

It is not a new thing to one knowing the lndian systems of philo-
sophy that according to the Buddhists, or more particularly, accord- ,
ing to one special sect or school of theirs, viz. the Yogacaras, there

! In my opinion, as I have shown elsewhere, (Sir Asutosh Mookerjee Silver
Jubilee Volume) this Sankara cannot be identified with the great Saikaracarysa,
the founder of the Advaita school of the Vedanta philosophy. See also Hermann
Jacobi, J.4.0.S., XXXI11I, p. 52, note 2.
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is no difference whatever between i@ (f99) and 57, the ¥9 being
nothing but 541, as there is no existence of external reality (a1gme)
just like in one’s dream (&%).! This is a common point of contro-
versy between the Buddhist and the Non-Buddhist philoéophers in
our country. This theory, the Vijianavada, has been discussed
undfar the heading of * Nirdlambanavida’® and attacked and refuted
by Sabarasvamin * and Kumarila.? 1t is needless to say that this

Vijiianavada of the Yogacaras originated, as the members of this

sect would maintain, with the Buddha himself, who is saluted here
in the first Karika.+

The word %4 in the sense of a ¢ thing” or the ‘ object of knowledge *
is very well known in Buddhist literature, both in Pali and in
Sanskrit.® And evidently it is employed here in that meaning®
But in the commentary which is wrongly ascribed to Sankara. the
-word ¥ in this and several other Karikds has been taken to mean
W@A.  But this meaning is forced and far-fetched and thus cannot
be accepted. Tn the whole range of Upanisadic literature w# is
nowhere used in this sense; nor even in any of the Karikas of
the first three Books of the present work can one meet with that
meaning. To imply W@ the Aca@rya in every case has used s
or sita, and why should ke all of a sudden in the last Book begin to
employ the word 9# to mean it? The word 4# is used in the last
Book not less than twenty times and every time it conveys the
sense of a “thing.” And though the commentator has tried his best
to explain it as meaning ‘ soul ’ (wr@q), he has utterly failed in some
cases where he has been compelled to accept the meaning of a
“thing.”  For instance, in the commentary on the Kariea 1V. 54

L For the detailed discussion see the Sarvadarsana-Samgraha, Bib. Ind. 1858,
pp. 15-16.

2 Mimamsadaréana with Sabara’s commentary, Bib. Ind. p. 8, 1. 21.
3 Slokavartika, Chaukhamba, S. Series. pp. 217ff.

* I hope to show in o subsequent paper thatthe Vijianavada can be traced
back to the Upanisads.

5 That is, iy, Pali s (Abhidhanappa. 781) or in the words of the Naiyayikas

'wﬁ“q,. There are five Neya-dhammas in which everything of the world is includ-
ed, viz.. Samkhara, Vikara, Lakkhana, Parnatti, and Nibbana.

¢ For instance, “gaya} wgfy 2491 ATHIYAT WHIQAT: V- Astasahasrika
Pra. p. 39; “gargd QYT d9IaT gaval wHar  wxar safwgasgn,”

< - . . N
gqus‘[ S| 9eHHy || ’—1bid., p. 275; see also pp. 278-279. 1Its use in that.
sense in Brahmanic literature is very rare. See Katha Up. 1. 1. 21.
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(*“=d @ famsr yaifas @ifa @ wasis ) wwl is explained not as oA,
but =igual ie. srwfaswgr external things.” And again in the
Karika IV. 41, he interprets wwiq by saying clearly s®ndta ¢ the
elephants, etc.” See also the commentary IV. 99. Sometimes he
does not explain the word at all, probably being unable to be con-
sistent with his own fanciful meaning, i.c. W (See commentary IV.
21, 33).! When the Karika 1V. 6 is compared with Karika 111, 20*
the reader will be convinced that the author, Gauvdapada, has him-
self expressed in his own words that w# in this case is used only in
the sense of a ¢ thing.” In explaining ¥& the commentator is so
bewildered that he has once (III. 1) taken it to mean even a @y
‘one striving for success or final emancipation.’

Now, it is stated in the Karika that the dharmas are amdwa ¢ like
the sky.” This is clearly the Buddhistic view. For according to
them everything is like the sky. So it is stated in the Aslasahasrika-
Prajiaparamita (p. 297) : “ €a®%3 gy wawal .. Frwwaan |” So
in the Bodhicaryavatara 1X. 155 - .

“gamEmTEETH afgeT wfeun

One of the grounds* on which this theory is based is that the things
are fargwia, i.e. without their own nature or condition or state of

1 Evidently y® here means nothing but ¢ a thing.’
¢ The Kartkas run :—
“yerra@a wae stifatasgfa aifga: |
ws7iET gRay uit waat sudafa ) IV.6.
wstrawia wiag stifafasgfa arfza |
WS R WiE axai audwfa ) 11 20,
Here as regards the meanings, the words y# in the first Kariki and 3779 in the
last are apparently one and the same, and we need not explain that g means
here ¢ a thing.’
3 And it is explained in its great Tika Pasjika (Bib. 1nd.) p. 592, by Prajia-
karamati as follows :—
“YrAvEFV auftaa A gia ey,
Mark here in this line the word wrsiwawyy and HrHTHFFYH in this Karika. .
4 See Astasihasrik@, pp. 278-279. In the commentary on the Karika 1V. 96,
it is said in reference to the opening Kartka (I1V, 1) of this Book that syie is

9@ WaEw because it is gw ¢ having no relation (with the object)’ there being
nothing external. See the Karika 1V. 72 with commentary. Cf. ‘¢ gqg aa-q“yﬁ--
fafagma wiwminag %959 9 @H (according to Tibetan) faxy Smww: | "—
Fodhicarya. Parij. p. 359.



RC LA

144 Second Oriental Conference.

_ being (®wra).! And that which has not its own state of being is
nothing but the sky and void ( YIEHIW, T )2 ]

In the above Karika s, too, is said to be like the sky (wgrarwee )
and in fact it is so, for it is included in dharmas which are, as we
have already seen, like the sky. This sky-likeness of things has
again been propounded in the Karika 1V. 91 : « IFYRIWER FAT WY
yat sagy: |

The second Karika of the M angalacarana (1V. 2) runs ;—

“ WG § arw gIewEE R |
wfsaEifaney e awm=wa | v

‘I salute him who has taught the www#w which conduces to
happiness of all beings and is beneficial and free from dispute and
opposition.’ :

But what is that w=sigwr and by whom has it been taught ? 3
Jhere is no mention of it in the Upanisads—though the commenta-
tor says that it is well-known in them (* sfasgafaugy,” 111. 39) ;4
nor can it be found in any of the Brahmanic works, so far as I can
now ascertain, which can be placed before the advent of the
Buddha.

At first sight one may be tempted to refer it to what is said in
the following $loka in Aryadeva’s (2nd century A.D.) Catuhsatika
(Memoirs, A.S.B., Vol. 111, p. 507, Sloka 308) :— ‘

“ /AT A7 F WRgAr 9% |
FULIAHRAT o gawfy @ 3wy |

But in fact it cannot be so, wEwaEw and "Iﬂlﬁaﬁ-lfm are not the
same. This sleka only says that the contact (&) of a tangible
thing (wmwaq) with an intangible one (w®@wwag) is not reasonable ;

I To this point ( @419 ) & whole chapter has been devoted in the Madhya-
makavytis XV, PP 259-279.

? “wdaufufamuay frmwranar wiaw weEa | "—Bodhicarya. Pany.,
P-503.  Seenlso ““gq mrgauly fageat fpmwiar zear xfa | aw wiufy
A wwigawfegfE | .. w5 @ sRaiigfe ... facwawaEmegs: |
LW wEa | Ay SFTHE Hafa—wyiwivgdfe w g g W WA
1 gfegagata gadag wwwfaly wmfy | w4 fagrgam age: wae-
HIEFATT HIRTRGGIC &1 |7 pp- 604-505. :

3 I construe the Karika taking g as understood, thus differing a little ‘from
the commentator who says that it is [N that is saluted here.

¢ This also shows that the commentator cannot be identified with the great
Saﬁkara, for he cannot say so.

y .
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while the word smwdw conveys a particular kind of meditation or
concentration as is evident also from the Kartka 111. 39 :
<« sprgwan & arw gEW gadfafa |
ifie fnafa g wagfaa: |7
In the Karika III, 37, too, it has clearly been stated as waify
< concentration.’” This concentration of mind is, I think, nothing
hut the ninth or the last of nine dhyanas or moditahion? cal%ed
Wﬁgﬁfa?l(, Pali wqg=fagic ‘successive states (of dhya'nar) Whlf}h
the Blessed One taught and which are found frequently in Buddbhist
texts.! These successive states arc enumerated as follow :— o
1. Four Rapa dhyanas, i.e. the meditations the object of which is
riipe ¢ matter.’
(1) The first stage of meditation (&a# w14 ).
(2) The second stage of meditation ( fgaY= ).
(3) The third stage of meditation (a??T‘qt'e!nﬂ).
(4) The fourth stage of meditation (9% ®1d).
11. The Four Arapa dhyanas termed—
(5) The place of infinity of space (w&wA~grgaa, P. w=r-
JIAGIIAA ).
(6) The place of infinity of clear consciousness (famrara~argad,
P. fagmsigay ).
(7) The place of nothingness { wifagaaa«, P. mfiwam:ﬂa).
(8) The place neither of conciousness, nor of unconsciousness
(AegTArgsEad, . Fa9F@EFTGT ).
(9) And the cessation or complete restriction of consciousness
and sensation (Fsragfyafay, P agidgfaatatn).

As, in this last stage of meditation or gwr, not only sensation
or consciousness but also all the mental properties (wafaw wwr)
headed by contact (wa, skt. @mw)? together with the mind (faw)
itsell are ‘restricted or suppressed, it is called w@wgw, i.e. the Fwr in
which there is noww. The word v used here implies also the other
mental properties of which ®w is the first. The cessation of ﬁ{ﬂ' is
possible, ouly when @w® ccases, as has been clear!_v shown in the
Samyutla-Nikaya, P. T. S. Vol. 1V, p. 220 (=XXXVI. 15, 4):

|« qra faw fomad wg=lagm L. .. 79 Pak fired wgy= fawrcawratadr
sfgqifu. & garg | ¥ —Anguttaranikaya, Vol. 1V, pp. 410-448.

2 < gt FTAT G/ AT, . gatgwr gEiFTETICNT A9 | "—Abh'd’mmwb
tha sangaha, II, 1, ff. (Colombo, 1898, p. 27, 41).
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YA TRAEGIAT, WA FTATACT | 7w is the cause of |
EAT, s0 when there is @iw there is 3gar, and there is no T where

there is no ww.
The fact that in this state of fa<ry, mind and its properties ( faw and
wafasw wais ) completely cease to work is mentioned by Buddhaghosa

very clearly in his Visuddhimagga, (Saddharmaprakasaka Press,
Ceylon, 1914), p. 552.!

In the present Kartka (IV, 2) this 5 is described as conducing to

bappiness (®awwg@). So it is said also in the AS'mgz»yulla-Nilc&ya,.

Vol. 1V, p. 228 (= XXXVI, 19, 20), that the highest bliss or pleasure
is felt in the Saiifiavedayitaniredha (ov the Sammavedayitanirodha of
the Chinese Version).?

That this is very difficult to realize (Z&W) as is said in the Kariki
H1. 39. does not require any comment. In fact, in Buddhist works,
too, this FWr or faiy is described by the same word, gzw, Pali %z9.3

It is further stated in the present Karika, that Yogins, o

r rather
untrained ones,

shrink back from it, magnifying fear where in
reality there is no fear :—aifiel fnaf gerewd waafiter 1”7 But
what is the cause of their fear here ? The commentator has rightly
explained it saying :— wimrarwsafud fui waywrar s gﬁfﬁ,"—th.e
so-called Yogins think that it will anunihilate the very self of which
they are so fond, and so they are frightened. Indeed, there is
hardly any difference between a Yogin in this state and a dead
person, their respiration being completely stopped.* So when the
Blessed One entered this state, i.e. Safiiavedayitanirodha before
his parinibbana, Ananda took him to be dead.

But the venerable

! It says < o1 fqcrymRigwfa?  Ar sy=fadyade fawgafamas yane
wwafy |7 See also  gyiFafyafacny FATIGY 91 F dg7 ¥ faggr $ifq |
[T frradt Tt forat Sifa 91 faadt @fy ey fasst @ifq 1”—
Samyuita-nikaya, P. T. S. Vol. 1V, p- 217 (=XXXVI, 11, 5).

2 gy ﬁrﬁj =49 AqggAEgIAad enfagw sgaefaatiay EAGLE
favcfa | = @ wm= Taw war Wy gE whigmac 9 UMtaac g7
See also the next paragraph (21) for the reply to a question raised here. Cf.
Anguttara-Nikaya P. T. S. Vol. 1V, pp. 414-418 (=XXXIV, 2-3): & gam
(ice. in fiysgrar) w134T 9ifigw g9 73w afm Izfirafa TART g H{IIET
w w2 wfm I | ’

3 Majjhima-Nikaya, P. T. S. Vol. I, p. 167.

¢ From the fourth dhyana respiration of a Yogin stops.

See Samyutta-Nikaya,
Vol. IV, p. 217 (=XXXVI. II. 5, ete.).
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Anuruddha Thera said to him that that was not the case, the Blessed
One only having entered the stage of the dhyana, called Sasifia-
vedayilanirodha.  After a short time, however, He passed away.'
It is, therefore, quite natural that an untrained Yogin should be
afraid of it, as of death.

Yet, there is a rveal difference bhetween death and wwmwsiwr or
ggEgfgafatng, and Buddhaghosa has explained it in his Visuddhi-
magga (p. 558) by quoting a passage from the Sullapiiaka. Tt says
that all the conditions in both of them are one and the same, except-
ing that in the latter the heat of the body is not extinguished, that
life does not come to an end, and that the organs of sense are not
destroyed, while in the former all these are annihilated.

As we have already seen, this 5ar has been taught by the Buddha.
1t cannot be denied that up to the eighth of these successive
states of dhyana (wqy=fa<1T), viz. ‘ neither consciousness nor un:
consciousness’ (Nevasafifia nasaiifiayatana) there is nothing parti-
cularly Buddhistic. Tor, it is evident from Buddhist literature,
both Pali and Sanskrit, that the Buddha's teacher, Alara Kalama
(Kalapa), a Brahmana, taught him the seventh stage, < the state of
nothingness’; and then the other teacher, also a Brahmana, Uddaka
(Skt., Rudraka) Ramaputta, taught him the eighth stage, the state
of ‘neither consciousness-nor-unconsciousness’ (Nevasafiianasa-
anayatane).* The Buddha was, however, not satisfied with what he
had from those teachers, and he started thereupon to seek after a
still higher state and succeeded in realizing it. It is this state
which is called sgridgfgafaciy or briefly faiy . fa<iy is almost the
same as fasa, the difference between them being very little. It
seems that in the words of Brahmanic philosophy fa<y is ﬁTaﬂiﬁﬁ
while fa=a is fa2w g,

This fq<rr also appears to be what is called ws®rgra gwify in the
Yogasutras of Pataiijali (1, 2, 18, 51 with the Scholiast Vyasa).
But this mere fact cannot be advanced as a proof of its.Brﬁhmm_lic
origin ; for as recent researches? show, the date of the Yogasiitras

| Mahaparinibbanasutta VI, 8-9 (= Digha., P.'I. 8. p. 158).

2 Majjhima, Vol. I, pp. 165-166 (Ariyapari-yesanasutta, 1. 3. 6); Lalitavistara,
Lefmann, Vol. I, pp. 238-239, 243-244 ; Buddhacarita, Cowell, XIII, 63, 83 :
Kern’s Manual of Buddhism, 1896, p. 65. [Were they Brahmins ? Ed.]

3 J.H. Woods: Yoga System of Pataﬁiqli, Harvard Oriental Series 17, Intro-
duction, p. xvii.
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in its present form being placed between 300 A.D. and 500 A.D., it
is in no way impossible that the Brahmanic school of Yoga might
have adopted it from the Buddhists. And again, jf the author of
the Karika, Gaudapada, had only meant here the wawrsig ga1fy as
is described in the Yogasitras, he would have certainly used this word
itself and not w&mwHwr which is nowhere found in any Brahmanic
work. On the other hand, references from Buddhist works have ;1]-
ready been given with regard to the use of the word s,
Morzover, there is no mention whatever in the ¥ ogasﬁtm& or in any
other work as to the author of the wgmrsrg 981ty to whom Gauda-
pada would pay his homage, while, as has been seen above, t;he
wWWHW was taught by the Buddha.

There is one thing more which suggests that the wwwawr is not
originally taught in the Brahmanic system of Yoga. 1t is said in
the Karika (IV. 2) that this Yoga is wfaa1z  not disputed ’ and wfaqg
‘ not opposed.”" It is implied from these two words that. in accept-
ance of the wmwswr by the Vedantins among whom the author
himself is included, there caunot be raised any dispute, for there is
nothing to be opposed even from their own point of view.

Thus it is perfectly clear from what we have seen above in regard
to the second Karika that the real instructor of the wmw#r who is
saluted here by Gaudapada is no other than the Buddha.

By using not less than six times the word Buddha in this Book of
his Karikas Gaudapada tells us in the clearest possible terms that
the doctrine propounded by him is of the Buddha, ¢ the Enlightened
One.” Let us quote here a few lines :—

“wd e gaur adwenfa: ufc@faar |~ 1V, 19.
< srifag 2fvar fitaﬁaﬂ?ﬁ |g7 | 7 1V, 422

The word 9¥F in the first Karika deserves to be mentioned here,
and the Appendix giving a list of the words, apparently Buddhistic
and used here in Book IV exactly in the sanie sense may also be
consulted in regard thereto.

So far the first two Karikds are thus discussed. Let us now see

I CL. IV. 5.

2 See also: * fawq: § fy Iy, 1V. 80;  qay 3%‘ qﬁ'ﬁfmq”’ 1V. 88;
“HAx @ ajm T9Y,” “?fa§ 'Si'a \nf‘qaz{’” IV. 99. The word Iz has

been used twice over (IV. 92, 98), but in different sense ; it does not affect the
main contention.
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what the Acarya says in his last two Karikas, the first of which
runs as follows :—

< wAa 7 fe gz wid wwy @iy
a% ywt@er wie Tag g3 wifaaw 17 1V. 99.

It means that according to t@yin Buddha, s © knowledge ’ does
not approach things (w#), i.e. it does not relate itself to its object
(see IV. 72, 96); for things and knowledge—these have not been
told by the Buddha. '

As has already been shown in the very beginning (IV. 1) both s
and 97 ‘ knowledge und knowable’ are like the sky ( wrarwaer)
and there cannot be any relation between them. Moreover, accord-
ing to the Madhyamikas, with regard to the supreme truth (aTHTY)
the Buddba has said nothing, not uttered a single syllable. He has
thus not said anything of w# and s, Nagarjuna says :—

“ gitqaaiigwa: gugiqea: fira: |
7 wfeq wwfay afgx yat a3a fwa:
Mualamadhyamaka-Karika, XX, 25.

Candrakirti, the commentator, quotes here from the Tathagatagu-
hyasitra —

“qi g ufd wwag AGWALTACG GRw Ewﬁﬁmﬁmﬁaﬁ qi g wfy-
gagrg ufifqatafa w3 agmEaw  cwagac qARA 9 Jyiga iy
sre<fa aify sarefoafa |

Here, too, the name of the Enlightened One ‘ Buddha’ is clearly
stated. And it is to be noted that though the commentator, Sankara,
has all along tried his utmost to take the word to mean a awfag
‘Knower of Brahman, and to explain the whole thing in the Vedan-
tic light, he seems compelled to admit that there is here a reference
to the ‘ Enlightened One ’ and the Buddhistic views. He says—

 S-sE-sE-E acaeaEg wgm; wen 93w wifd gafs agre-
fATE Tl rARrTETar 9 yggaQeRragwa | 7

It is to be observed here that as a matter of fact the supreme
reality according to the Madhyamikas is free from sa-§3-wia
‘ Knowledge-~Knowable—Knower.’ !

The word aifas in the Karika deserves to be noticed here special-

! Lois de la Vallée Poussin: J.R.A4.S. 1920, p. 140.
29
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ly. 1Itis anon-Brahmanic word being frequently found in Buddhist
and Jain works,' chiefly in the former.?

In the last Karika of his work the Acarya pays homage to the
highest truth to be realized, i.e. to Nirvana :—

“ gEvwfaraicas g fawce |

TET GRHATAIE AR FUrAE | 7
1V. 100.

! For instance, (A) id Buddhist Sanskrit :

“afqd fa<si 9 Sewarga arfygar ) ”
Lalitavistara, Lefmann, p. 421.
“ AR | qifgerg |7
Bodhicaryavatara, 111, 2,
“ |1 w gaarfya |
Ibid. V. 9,
See also Saddharmapundarika, Bib. Budh. pp. 25, 57, 67, etc.

(B) In Jain Works: .
(1) Sanskrit: Hemcandra’s Yogaéastra, Bib. Ind., Vol. I, pp. 1, 47.
.(2) Prakrit: Dasavaika@lika (Devachand Lalbhai Jain Pustakoddhara.
No. 47), p. 115.

It is to be noted that Vacaspatimisra has used the word just at the beginning
of his Tatparyatika (““ srwureTy Arfga 7).

? For the meaning of this word see Poussin: Foot- notes, Bodhicaryavatara”
Padjika, Bib. Ind. p. 75, and J.R.4.S. 1920, p- 140, where the discussion on it
by the various scholars have been referred to. See also Morris, J.P.7T.S., 1891- -
1893, p. 63. The following lines deserve to be added hereto in this connection :—

(a) « Wrﬁnrm g\aaﬁmmmr AT (=Fgrarg ) |

Bodhicar. Pasijika, p 100.

(B) “wifaam xfq @ifyamaa g | agma—are szematfaie |
ax famrd Jwifafa | wgar arg: w=a:, wHaTey wyfafeafaatoasr w9-
wifgeg ) »

(v) « @ gFEGUrEHGATACHT T | 7

Hemacandra’s Yogaéastra, Bib. Ind., p- 2

(3) =g W@ wxgwg g T )

Haribhadra’s Dasavaikalika already alluded to.

It is evident that Burnouf is supported by the Jain writers, too, in his ex-
planation of the word as a]f‘qq which is given as one of the names of the
Buddha in the Maharyutpatti, A.S.B., 1. 14. Cf. also the word dTga in the

Mahayanaautralankara Siitra, ed. S8ylvain Lévi, XVIL 31, p. 124. Here it is an
adjective of &, Professor Sylvain Lévi notes that in the Chinese Version in
the verse and the commentary as well it is omitted. But he remarks later on
in his translation (p. 214) that the Tibetan version ¢ gdur-byed’ (% g,ﬁ)

clearly shows here the reading to be «iqe and so he translates it by * Qui
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¢ Having understood that 9 (condition) which is difficult to be
seen, very deep, even, clear, and free from variety, we salute it to
the best of our power (7@).’

That the author salutes here faatm and not siga can easily be
known from some of the words, employed in the stanza, which in
Buddhistic literature have a special significance.

The word 9 is a name for faatw in Buddhistic works (Abhidhan-
ppadipika, 8, 819). DBut though it cannot be taken as a peculiarity
in that literature (for in Brahmanie literature, too, the word is used
in the same sensc, i.e. §fa, see Katha Upanisad 3. 7-9 ; Gita, 2. 51,
15.4),! its two ephithets 2% and wfaawAIT incline us to assign to it the
meaning of faatw. In Buddhist literature gzzw, Pali g%z9 is an
epithet of or a synonym for faaim (Abhidhanap. p. 7); while in
the Upanisads we do not come across such an use of the word,
cxcepting once in the Katha 2. 12 (“d IR rgwqsfaed..”). Even
there the word g% is not an adjective of faatm or @ but of wma
of which nothing is said in the last Book of the Karikas. On the
other hand, both the words &\ and gegw (Pali gz8), &N being
simply a different form of the latter, are two adjectives of w& or faain
found frequently used in Buddhist works, in Sanskrit and in Pali
(Lalitavistara, Lemann, pp. 392, 395, 397 : «asn<r 2wt w#,” 436 ;
Mahavagga 1. 5,2, 8 : “ =g walt ¥y 261 % Aslasahasrika, p. 341 :
“ faatweg fanne Tagfyagd aga aactafa ).

The word s, too, in the compound does not seem to refer to one’s
ordinary power or energy, for it would not then serve any useful
purpose and as such would become superfluous. So it means here
the five balas enumerated in Buddhism, viz. #=raw, G-, iAo,
wwify. and 9sre, faith, energy, recollection, contemplation, and

éclaire’ ¢ which gives light.” Compare here the other reading of the Karika
(IV. 99) wifysg. The commentary runs here: “gqifg(z)a: arqus(arais)@ifa
AR(RY) FFIAAA FACH R WEE geTaA:, FEiEAT ar | 1t implios
that the commentator himself was not certain of the meaning. His first mean-
ing (i.e. geIATTH) corresponds to one of those (ggar a1 gAY ) given in
Bodhi. Pa#njika quoted above. 1t follows from what we learn jn the Tibetan
text that the Sanskrit §ifga and Pali «ifE are quite different words and can-

not be connected with each other. The true rendering into Tibetan of a[f‘qq
is, however, ¢ Skyob. pa’ ( gq'cl' ) the Sanskrit equivalent of which is nothing
but =1fqa (Journal Asiatique, 1912, p. 243).

I See Mandakya Karika 1. 15; IV. 78, 85, 100,
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wisdom, fespectively (Dharma-Samgraha XLVIII. p. 46). And so

it is implied here that the author intends to realize faatw by the
exercise of five-fold power without which there is no hope of
success.

- We have considered the beginning and the end of the fourth Book
of Gaudapada’s Agamaddstra; and now we shall try to see as
briefly as possible what the author has said in the main body of
this writing.

The main subject of this Book is the theory of wstfa ‘ absence
of birth or production’ ; in other words, there is nothing about which
it can be said that it has taken its birth or that it is produced.
At the very outset of the Brahmasatras of Badarayana which is
based on the Upanisads, it is stated (I, 1. 2) that everybthing is pro-
duced from Brakhman. "And in order to support this view, it is need-
less to quote here anything from the Upanisads which are full of such
expressions. For instance, =t ar gaifa yaifa siraife. .ax sw.”
Taitts. Up., T1I1. 1, 1. The authors of the different schools of Indian
philosophy are also of the opinion that things are ‘ born,’ i.e. pro-
duced and they have their cause (¥g), they themselves being effect.
(w9 ) thereof. But it is the Buddhists who hold quite a different
point of view emphatically denying the ‘ birth’ (sifa) of anything
in the world. The first word of Nagarjuna in his Maalmadhyamaka-
Karika begins with ““ sfadryagmigg” < there is neither Smrz! nor
faliy’ And this 9@z or wmifa has been thoroughly discussed
and established in that work as in others. Let us quote here only
a few lines from the above book together with Candrakirtti’s com-
mentary (Madhy. 1. p. 12).

“xFIMY. . SuEgfaaga  fadyafaiydesy wmae - g sgane
SAafauaTg |
S i T wewE |@dqt ar ofiasE, I Swaa JIGAT 97 uf-
FUA | gaGr g Aosga gfa fafgme—
‘A @aT Aify g 9 geat arasge
ST sy faze wran swd Fgq )’

} For the order of these two words see Candrakirtti (Bib. Bud. p- 12): gy
9 fatm yd sfasw vafadyd: Nategiamem fogpnd Zrafage |
Teafa T3 ¢ 93 snfaafe wasrawewgw. .’ ” (XL 3, p. 221). Our author
Gaudapada, too, has followed the same order in his well-known Karika TII. 32 :
‘& fq QYT & vt >’ ete. on which there is much to be said.

-
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“ Now the Acdrya thinking the facility in refuting nirodha after
utpada is refuted begins first with the refutation of the latter.

Utpada of a thing may be supposed by the opponents from a
cause which may be either it itself (@) or something other than it
(9T) or from both ( %% ), or again, from one which is no cause at all
(%=g). Butin neither way it can be justified. So he (the Ecdrya)
8ays \—

‘Nowhere and never are such things as are produced either from
themselves or from some other things or from both, or from what is
no cause at all.”

Gaudapada has done the same thing using mostly the same argu-
ments, even the same words and sometimes even quoting the same
verses from dilferent Buddhist works without mentioning the sources.
Compare here the following line of Gaudapada 1V. 22 with the above
Karika (@ @at «aifq gta:..”) Nagarjuna: *w@«dt a1 et arfe a
fafgx ag sad 17 See also Nagarjuna (Madhy. XXI. 13, p. 421) :
“q @AY STAX WIT GCAT A7 AAF. L |

The Acarya begins the discussion as follows:—

“ yaw sifafazfa arfea: Ffeda fv)
wyaEuT N fgagaw w1’ 1V, 3.

There are two classes of teachers, one ! holding the Gargarg or ‘ the
doctrine of actual existence of an effect in its cause’ and the other?®
=R gag or ¢ the doctrine of the actual non-existence of an effect -
in its cause.” These two views are here referred to. And so it is
said that there are some disputants who desire ¢ production’ (s7rfa)
of that which is already existent (3w ) while others hold it to be of
that which is non-existent ( Srg@); and thus both the parties dis-

‘pute with each other.

Then he proceeds in the next Karika to tell us the doctrine of the
Buddhists who subscribe to neither of the above two views asserting
absolute < Non-becoming’ (wstifa ) of things:—

“ya @ sirga Pafax wyd 99 sirad |
faag=iigar Sawsfa guaf= . 1V. 4,

‘That which is already existent (3@ ) does not hecome (SIrgd ),

and that which is non-existent ( %3y@ ) does not also become ; dis-

I Viz. the followers of the systems of Sankhya and Vedanta. See Sankhya-
Karika IX with Gaudapéada and Vacaspati and Vedantasiitras 111, 1. 16-8 with
Sankara. 2 The Naiyayikas and Vaidesikas.
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puting (or discussing) thus, the followers of Advaya Vada assert the
doctrine of ““ absolute Non -becoming.”

.In the second half of the above Karika faag= g9 is taken as
faag=: + gam by the commentators Sankara and others. But truly
speaking, it must be explained as faag=: + s)g9r.  That the former
explanation is utterly wrong will be perfectly clear to any one, when
one sees that the two classes of the teachers alluded hereto by the
word g% do not assert wsiifa, but, on the contrary, strong]y hold the
theory of stifa as is evident in the preceding Karika (IV. 3).

The real fact is that having referred to the two docérines of some
teachers in the Karika, IV. 3, the author mentions here the views of
some other teachers whom he.designates as sg91, i.e. those who do
not hold the doctrine of g5 ‘ two.’

As regards the wording of the last pottion of this Karika (IV. 4):
“gyd AT STER,’ compare “‘ ARgAT W ST, Catuhdatika XV. 349
(Memoirs A.S.B. Vol. III, No. 8, p- 513). It may be noted here
that in this book, too, the doctrine of sisife has fully been discussed
by the author Aryadeva, and the commentator, Candrakirti,
well.

In the next Karika (1V.5) quoted below, the author accepts the
wwifa doctrine propounded by them, saying that he expresses his
approval of it, for he does not see any use of disputing them and
invites all to listen to him as to why the view cannot be disputed :

¢ @Twmmarfa ACARIAR 99 |
faazrat @ & gdafyarg framya )

Now, here the question is: who are these ddvayas or Advayavadins
who propounded the doctrine of wsirfa ? Obviously the Advaitins
or Vedantists of Sankara’s school are not meant here, for as has
already been said, they do not hold the wwifaaiz. The Upanisads
avowedly declare the origin or sitfa of the world to have proceeded
from Brahman which Sankara does not deny.? So the teachers
referred hereto can nowise be other than the Buddhists. It is well
known even to an ordinary reader of Sanskrit that Advayavadin is
one of the names of the Buddha (dmara, 1,1. 14 : Mahavyuipalts,

! Sailkarﬁcﬁrya, the great commentator of Brahma-Sutras can never explain
the verse in that way, and so he cannot be identified with Saikara, the author
of the commentary on the Manditkya and its Karikas.

2 In Supreme Truth ( QTHIY 9 ), however, it is denied to exist. But in this.

respect Saikara merely subscribes to Buddhist views just as Gaudapida does.
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Memoirs, A.S.B. p. 2), and so we see in the Divyavadana (Cowell
and Neil, p. 95)" :—s=1at wwadi axrarafnEEE .  ggaifgam 1

But why are the Buddhas and consequently their followers called
Advayavadins ? The answer is to be found in Buddhist works. As
regards the nature of a thing there are two extreme views, some
holding, ¢ it is’ (=f@ ) and others “itis not’ (wif@). The Buddha
however, did not subscribe to either of them and hence he is called
Advayavadin. This is supported by a number of passages in both
Sanskrit and Pali works on Buddhism.?

Thus the Acarya, (laudapada, introducing his readers to the doc-
trine of wstfa proceeds until the end of his book to offer various
arguments in support, which have thoroughly been dealt with in my

! In the Index of Words, p. 672, tho word Advaitavadin as an epithet of
Buddha has been misprinted. As the facts go to show, there is a marked
difference between the terms :-Jf%aa[q and FTHAIE. -—qzéazﬂq literally means
¢ Non-two-ness’ (Non-difference, i.e. Non-differenco between or identity of .'Ii'vu
and Brahman), while gyg% implies ¢ Non-two,’ i.e. neither f’f two extreme views
as described in the following paragraph. wgg4ifgs the Tibetan equivalent of
which is gries. su. med. pa. gsun. ba (q%&'ﬂ'@ﬁ'q’ﬂ]ﬁ&'n'), and Chinese pu-érh-yii

(X _‘%f'f:‘i) is misunderstood in the Sanskrit-Tibetan-English-Vocabulary

(Memoir, A.S.B. p. 2), for the word cannot mearn * not doubtful in his com-
mand”’ as it is explained there.

2 Nagarjuna’s Milamodhyamaka-Karika (Bib. Bud.) XV. 7, p. 269:

() “ wrgraEa grafa amifa swag |
gfafaw waaar wannafawifaan

(i) 7z yaqr sr@raaE Sasfadr aitufafagiafaat 9 da a ofcgsa)

— Arya Katyayannavavada, Ibid., p. 269.

(ili) gafafgal wrd 9@ @& qyza sfmd = afad w17 Samyutta-
nikaya, XIL. 15. 4-5, P.T.8., Vol. II, p. 17.

See Lankavatara, B.T.S., p. 56; Samadhiraja, B.T.S.,p. 30. TFor a detailed dis -
cussion readers are referred to Madhyamikavrits, p. 267.

En passant it may be observed hero that tho origin of the name, Madhya-
mika, for this doctrine is that the Buddha rejecting both the paths or views,
existence and non-existence adopted a middle one. So it is said in Samyutta-
nikdya XII. 15,7 (P.T.S. Part I, p. 17) ¢ 9= 5={q @1 9197 FF THT G
aatfa == gfaell 9=t 1 @@ § warga 90 9= I wRka A9EE wE
Fafa

Candrakirtti, Madhya. p. 276: * ravaENAZTATIF 197 Araq 91 EGUEL)]
guafutagzwagafacda afg wwar ufaeg wiadhsr | See the whole of
the ¥rakar~a{za XV. Asthe Madhyamikas followed this wwgar gfﬁqa ¢ middle
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main treatise, Gaudapada’s Agamasasira. 1 may, hewever, only say
here that these arguments are purely Buddhistic.
Poussin’s paper (J.R.A4.S. 1910, pp. 134-140) de
wording of the Karikas will also convince the rea
extent about their Buddhistic character. Those who regard the
fourth Book of the Agamasastra as a Vedantic treatise will be
surprised to learn that none will be able to find out in it even once

the use of such important words in Vedantism as s and wras.
Now, we shall try to see how the

aling with the
der to a great

author of the Agamasasira has
tried to bring about the reconciliation of the views of the Vedan-
tists and the Buddhists. ,

According to our author there are four statos of 9% ‘ mind ’ which
are looked upon as impediments to the attainment of I or wRIfY.
They are as follows: &% * that which causes mental inactivity,
corresponding to the #g *infatuated’ state of mind in Yoga philo-
sophy (Vyasa on Yogasiwra 1, 1.) : famq distraction,’ corresponding
to fafaw * distracted ’ state. ({bid) ; =warg ‘ attachment to worldly
objects’ and TEI@TZ * perception of pleasure in practising =wr or
gaify.’ ! When all these defects are avoided, the wavering fgqw

path’ rejecting both the ext
were called Madhyamikas.
carya (Sarvadarsana-

reme views, existence and non-existence, they
Therefore, the following statement of Madhava-
samgraha, Bib. Ind. p. 16) regarding their name is not satis-
factory and appears to be fanciful or imaginary : gﬁﬁim[?ﬁﬁ(ﬂn{ AL
B RILCIE I TG BT —— sfafg: | ¢ These are
oxcellent in assenting to that which the religious teacher announces, and de-
fective in interrogative, whence their conventional designation of Madhyamikas.’
——Cowell. See Waddell’'s Buddhism in T'ibet, pp. 11, 125,

1 Seo I11.44,45. For the full explanation of these terms see the conmentary
as'well as the Vedantasara with Tikas, Jacob, Nirnayasagara, 1894, 32, pp.
60-62. In passing one thing is to be noted here. On this point Gaudapada’s
first Karika (111. 44) runs thus :—

" 97 gEyafes fafay wadq g

&4 fasTtarg sawrd 4 qreaq )’

Compare it with the following two lines of Asanga quoted from his Mahaya-
nasutralanikara, XV, 9-10 :—

e fane =RTE 9vd wAg ga

¢ wRArAg e afwgiEmd g
Mark the wording and specially ¢ fafgy YWY ya:  of the first and “ ggq
?Iﬂfm\ ga: » of the second; also AYTH & alai«‘q of the first, and ,{qmwﬁ%ﬂ
of the second. The reading FaYTHY of Gaudapida here is found actually to be
VRATHY in the Vedantasira referred to above (Jacob, p. 62) where the entire
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becomes firm, and it should be then so fixed that in that stage it
remains absolutely one in itself, there being no relation whatever
between it and it; object. Now in regard to this state of the faw,
the Acarya proceeds to say :—
“ g1« Wrga f9v a 9 fafaad g
wfaganamg s s aq agr 17 111. 46.

“When the faw does not fall into a state of oblivion,' nor again is
distracted, nor is unsteady, nor has any sense-image { %wr®),? then
that oW becomes agd.’

Again, ' )

N “@raa fe guw aq famd 7 99 )
a2a favg s s gawa: 7 111 35,

It (i.e. the fgw or wag ) ? falls into oblivion in deep sleep,.but fb
‘loesnot do so when it is suppressed (ﬁnz%“h:ﬁrﬁz ), and verxl:v th*s
(suppressed g+ ) is swgad, in which there is no fear, and which is
made completely manifest by knowledge.” .

It is perfectly clear that Gaudapada’s s=a is nothing but the
faw or wag in its certain state, i.e. when it is comple‘t.ely sup-
pressed ; while according to the Vedantists 7%19 is something above,
and other than the fg or #sq. The Upanisads say :

“ gREIETEY ST Aa |a gt s
Mundaka, 11. 1. 3.

i \ 1 all the
‘ From this (Brahman) are produced breath, mind and
organs.’ . .
“CTART F WIS ANTHHA! qAA |

w@3q 59 @ fafe 9 afgzggured | 1bid. L. 5.

Karika is quoted. The second half of the Karikd is read there as ‘‘ gy
fastiA=xuurd (= oA + wANH ) @ qrwAq |’ o
1 That is, when it is not in the state called az “infatuated,” or in other
Y e ¢ 1y
words, when it is fres from sleep and dreamn as well. See IIL 36: ¢ wfazy,
and ¢¢ QEH‘I | ’ ‘ |
2 On this word see Bodhisaryavatira, Bib. Ind. V. 36: “ gyrgary g1 9
i * Stiksa ib. Budh.
the Pasijika explains: < gfg=grgrars Zxt@r | Stksasamuccaya, Bib. Bu
pa N "
p. 129:  gRYATHIGAAT I T R TIH WG arrsgte |
3 {7 in the text refers to LEE: in the preceding Karika.
4 Th\is state of the figw has again been stated later on as the object to be
realized by Buddhas (IV. 80).
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‘Know that which does not think by wag, but by which, as they
say, the ®eq is thought, as S¥T and not this which they worship:’

It goes without saying that in these and such other Upanisadic
bassages S99 is quite different from the w99 and thus they ct;m in
no way be identified with cach other.

In regard to this, the following line of the commentator deserves
to be quoted :—* figieg forgmr gamatea AMEwdT g7 faf | 1V, 80
See also the comm. on V.29, 57,

That swe is exactly f99 in a particular state js also met with at
least in one place in Buddhist literature and it is this : —

“gvIfe FrwR Tt wzan qeHE |
Iq wEiimawify fawe swarfasg
Bodhicaryavatara, V. 15.

‘A slowly moving one, in spite of his having speech and body,
.camlob succeed so well as the clever fg=, in spite of being alone does
In attaining the state of S|4, ete.” !

L6 is to be noted in the above verse that the manner in which the
ARAT of the f9v is here stated clearly suggests that this view was
generally known amongst the Buddhist teachers at least not later
than the seventh century A.D.

‘Tha,t the swatira of wae (1L 31), ‘the state of becoming non-
mind of mind’ i.e. the state of mind having no perception what-
ever’ is 5§ or #iw is found frequently in later Upcmi;.sacls.2 The
verse quoted below is from the Maitry Up. 6. 34. (Bib. Ind. p. 179):

“ wafaqufyd aa: mar gfafgasg |
AL AWHANTE 91 A7 4H uga |
A tad=al wfx araq wd aww
A 1§ {9 ¥ Dy gafag |
‘Having made the mind perfectly motionless and free from sleep
and agitation,—when he passes into state wheve the mind itself va-
nishes, then that is the highest place.’
‘ So long is the mind to he suppressed until it becomes lost in the

! Prajigkaramati explains it thus ;—s- agaargafragify ISRt FUGIH
ARITIY o ATV GEAFUSHA q(2H RICUTAEEE I PPEEE et e faww
W Ajyifgay |

? See Lankavatare, B.T.S. P 125: < fagmwaey wdifasiae araf‘ﬂf?yﬂitﬂ!{ |

Against thia see Sankara’s Comm. Brhad. Up. 4.3. 7 (Anandadrama 1st. ed.
pp- 549 f1.),
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heart; this is knowiedge and this is liberation ; all the rest is but
book-prolixity.’—Cowell. See Brahmabindu Up. 1-8 : Nadabindu
Up. 47.1

The Yogavasistha has an unique place in Vedantic literature. But
truly speaking, it does not present a pure Vedantic view, for it will
occur to a careful reader that there is strong admixture of the
Vijianavadae of the Yogacaras and the Vedantavada of the Advazitins,
sometimes the former predominating much more than the latter.

‘According to the author of this work just like the Yogacaras every-

thing owes its existence to the @= ‘ vibration ' of the mind (faw)
and the creation (®f¥ )of the Universe is nothing but the vibrations
of the mind. = ‘ vibration’ means the activity of the mind to re-
present its object. And so when there is no vibration of mind,
when it is completely free of vibration of any kind (fawm=) then,
‘ flashes or shines from it the eternal Brahman.’ ? '

sita,? fya, waa, awe, W, qTaR ¢ ete. are only different names of
fam. They are imagined by the authors of Sastras only in order to
supply some technical expressions required by them.? The author
of the Yogavasistha says further that =e is identical with faatn or

1 “ g tasma fefafagaamasy |
"l fawd aife ag fasor ged wgq

Mandalabrahmanopanisad, Bib. Sans. Mysore, 1900, p. 12.

The following from Katha Up. (11. 3. 10) points to that state of mind:—

“qz1 wgratag~ At w@aa; ag | '
afeg @ faged amrs: i afawg
So the Bhagavata Purana 11. 1. 19:
“ war fafawd g aa: faga 7 @i |
wg a7 ulH faadinat =9 w@igfa ) ”
“gFT amyTE,” © yatefa synmla,’—Sidhara,

2 “ mrEare fy faarafes gy
| 9 T, AR WE AT |
fai (favi ?) favi wifad W w= <= i
Twamifad Gagw=atufa wag |
w=1q @it faqgat frw=rg aw wgag 1

Yogavasistha, Nirnayasagara, 111, 67. 6-8.

8 Vide Ibid., 111, 96, 56, 66, 73 ; G4, 31; 66. 3; TV, 35. 20-23, 54. 20.

¢ Ibid. I1I. 66. 14. _

b “ e gRERIOY awie fagaiEa: |

Taawaifa aiwifa afwarta gamf | 1bid. 111 122. 35,
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gt (ILL 9. 25)! and this faafu or qfy is wefvtvma (LIL 7. 10.)
* disappearance or destruction of mind,” in other words, the wwahara
of wag described above. So it follows that in the opinion of the
author of the ¥ ogavasistha, too, swq is identical with 9% when it
is destroyed, i.e. completely suppressed.? :
This identification of s with fig is the reconciliation of Vedanta
and Vijianavade which has played a great part in later Vedantism
and which is found in different Brahmanic works
Puranas.?
APPENDIX
Buddhist Words in the Agamasastra, Book 1V,
(The figures refer to the Karikas).

L =93 or sig=is, 90, 1t means qRIAE. See Saddharmapunda-
rike, 1I1. 1, V. 01, Makc?ycinasmr&laﬂkﬁra, p. 83; Samadhiraja,
Rajendralal Mitra’s Buddhist M anuscripts from Nepal, p. 229 ; Lalita-
vistara, Lefmann, p. 438. The commentator has wrongly explained
it as ‘ggwa:’ © first.’

I weufiogy (111 116. 10), /AT (LLL 95. 35-36), and wegwrma (11 122,
27) are its different expressions.

? It appears from the Yogavasigtha that what is dealt with in it is not pure
971y “ derived from Reis, but t?rgq ¢ derived from men.” Yet, the author says.
that it deserves to be accepted, for what is reasonable is to be accepted even
from a child, but that which is not reasonable should be rejected though it
might be uttered by Brahman, the creator. That man is certainly not wise
who rejecting the beautiful water of the Ganges flowing before him drinks
from a well, thinking only that it belongs to his father :—

“wfy Frevndd w9 gfdva |
[ @Aty @ wia iasata |
IfgmguRy ava sreaeh |
A 'ufaE ARy wEitaan )
Fiwaaram fusatala f1v faamy: |
AT ATF §L& | &1 A wremfanfiag

Yogavasistha, 11. 18. 2-4,
3 See Visnupurana 1. 12, 37-45. 'The 42nd §loka runs thus :—

“wea a fasaaashe fafey
afeq waifag fast aqamg )
fasass faswang
fafiafandwungtag |
The secret is that this Vijaana of the Yogacaras is, in the Puranas, Vasudeva

or Supreme God, or in other words, Brahman of the Vedantists.

including the
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2. wegq ! < time,” 27.
3. Zfwa? ‘instructed ’ or ¢ preached,” 2, 42.
4. fafdas 8 < created by one’s supernatural power,” 70.
5. 9TwTY (@@) * ¢ transcendental truth,’ 73, 74.
6. ufitum® <one that illustrates or explains,’ 21: uyfcdfaq
¢ explained’ 19. )
9wy < Manifestation or making known,” 24, 25.
sgfas b ¢ descending to difference,’ 4.
wifwa ¢ worldly,” 87.
10. 1T ¢ transcending the world,” 88.
11. #€=zfa  Empirical (truth),” 57, 74.
Besides, fyugar, w#, 3%, arfya, and 977 have already heen dis-
cussed.

© 0w

I This word in the sense of ‘time’ is also found in the Yogasiitra, IV. 12:
but it seems to have been borrowed from the Buddhists.

2 Tn Brahmanic literature we have (S9-) f‘{g In later works, however, the
word is again used.

3 fafaam or faffamsira is often quoted in Buddbist works. See Aryagaga-
nagasijasiitra, quoted in the Stksasamuccaya, p. 270 ; Aryarainakiitasiitra, quoted
in the Madhyamikavyiti, p. 338; Aryasamadhiraja, Ibid., p. 33; Nagarjuna’s
Malamadhyamaka-Karika XVII. 31, 32. CL faaiwary. faatn and fratosrg
are also found in the Yogasiitra and the T'ikd of its commentary by Vyasa (v,
4). The use of ﬁ{(\ + /®T in this particular sense can, however, be traced back
to Upanisadic texts: “gy fawm @y fawiy.” Brhad. Up. 4. 3. 9; “&d w16
....fafqwm:,” Katha Up. 5. 8.

4 Cf. the two truths held by them, viz. gra[y and Hafy.

b In Brahmanic literature they are geryray and gaifwe respectively.

6 The words faw, gam, and graqiT (Pali fag, grw and g={IT respectively)
as the second member of a compound are generally met with in Buddhist litera-
ture, though it cannot be denied that they are found also in the Yogasutras and
its commentary (IV. 21, 6).

P.8S. Iam glad to note here that the words faag=irg5r (Anandadrama ed.)
in 1V, 4 referred to above (pp. 453-454) are actually explained as f“aaﬁ: 4
HgHT: in the 2:ommentary as edited by Mahe$achandra Pala in Bengali Character
(Calcutta). sygx: is also interpreted there as w%f‘a'a':. The MS. Ka of

Anandadrama ed. has the same reading.
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SANKARA’S COMMENTARIES ON THE UPANISADS.

PANDIT VIDIIUSERHARA BHATTACHARYA, Professor, Visvabharati,
Santiniketan.

The object of the present paper is to show that the great Sankara-
ocirya cannot be held to be the author of all the commentaries of the
Upanigads that carry his name. It is popularly believed that Sadikara,
Ramanuja and other @caryas in their attempt to explain the smrra,
“the Three Ways ' (leading to the common destination, viz. a%a). i.e.
3fa, wfq, and wa, have written commentaries on the ten principal
Upanisads which are included in the #fy. But this is contrary to the
facts. TFor there are no commentaries by all the dcaryas on the
Upanisads. The tradition may, however, be explained by saying that
though there are no separate commentaries by all the d@caryas on the
Upanigads a large number of passages or sentences of the latter have
been quoted and dealt with by all of them in the course of their com-
mentaries on the Brahmasiitras. But whatever may be the case we
have strong reasons to believe that some of the commentaries of the
Upanisads which are said to be the works of the great Saikara are
really not so, as will be evident in the course of this paper.

Theve are two commentaries on the Kena Upanisad called vgwim
“Word Commentary,’ and armwra ‘ Sentence Commentary,’ both said to
be the productions of Sankara. But nobody seems to have any expla-
nation to offer as to why one of them should be called *Word Com-
mentary’ and the other ‘Sentence Commentary.’ Both the works
bear the same author’s name, and as it is absurd to believe that one
and the same person should indulge in the pleasure of writing two
commentaries on the same work, an explanation has been sought for in
vain in the assumption that it was owing to the desire of the author
for dealing with the text in two different ways. But the internal
evidence is strongly against it, for not only is the language in the two
commentaries different but also the argument. Even the great
Sankara’s well-known views are misrepresented in the ‘Sentence Com-
mentary.” We ask our readers to compare the two commentaries on
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the Kena, IV. 7 (32), and they will be surprised to find how diametrical-

Iy opposite they are to each other. The text of the Upanisad runs as
follows: —

sufasd @t g¥ifa |
Shi t-mﬁfsrer | s 919 § Iufagzg azamfa 3R 18.9)
The Padabhdsya explains it thus:—

Sufand Ted afew Wt wnaq geifa | wagmata fosd sre srae —
3wt wfufear ¥ ag sufagy | o ga: Fareg J=) o GLATHT 57 a6,
Iufaazq HIH sfa 1 wwmwa wimwwfagrg sufaezg sga»aawa-
AT | )

But it is explained in the Vakyabhasya as follows :—

Sufagd @t AEtEmarwguiaEtz famints ST WE— IRl A
qaR Iufagx wraﬁqraa 7 | wqatarafr 17 W g¥ Fwmy FrmmATaRgfa-
wTH WAA I TAE: | a=gls f | ATl Am Sw @wufaet | JwE
yartfrgatsgafa ws=: |

The contradictory nature of these two explanations will be evident
if the reader takes note of the different treatment of the words ==
and sivftw in these different works. Tt will also be noticed that the
explanation in the former is evidently correct and far better than in the
latter.

Other evidences ' bearing on the point are casy for any careful
reader to come across if he will try to compare these two commen-
taries.?

I have also reason to believe that Saiikara was not the author of
the commentary on the Svetasvatara. The style and the mode of
interpretation are far different from and inferior to these in the com-
mentary of the Brahmasitras. The long extracts from the Pwranas
with which the Svefasvatara commentary is filled are never to be found
in any commentary of Sankara the authorship of which is heyond

dispute,

I Such as divergent explanations (Kena, I1. 1. 2), ditferont readings of the text
(thus in I1. 2, the Padabhdsya reads 1% while the Vakyabhasya has FIR), ete.

2 Tt will be found in the * Proceedings of the Grst Oriental Conference '™ held at
Poona (Nov. 1919), p. xcix, that Pandit Sridhara Sdstri Pathaka has arrived at the same
conclusion showing further that the * Pada Commentary * is written by the celebrated
Sankara while the *Sentence Commentary’ is by one Vidvaiankara who necended tho
seat of the former. ’

SANKARA’S COMMENTARIES ON THE UPANISADS. 103

The author of the commentary on the Svetasvatara ® quotes a coup-
let from Gaudapada’s Karikas (III. 5) introducing it with the words
A umf‘wfr Azqrzrard:. It is well known that Gaudapadacarya
was the wcagz of Sankara being the direct spiritual guide of Govinda
Bh'lgavatpada, whose disciple was our Sankara. So it is expected that
Sankara would designate his spiritual ancestor by some honorific epithet
such as wraq as he has actually done on the occasion of quoting Vyasa *
the g= of Suka Or possibly he would quote from him without the
mention of his name as he has done twice in the commentary of the
Brahmasiitras.b

Now as regards the commentary on the Mandikya Upanisad which
alco bears the name of Sankara, it will appear from the following facts
that it, too, is not a work of the great Sankaracarya. The comment-
ary begins with two verses of such inferior (uality that they could
never have been composed by Sankara. These verses are in the form
of wx=mrgem generally seen in comparatively modern works. And this
hook ends also with three verses of the same kind and quality, the last
of which even contains grammatical inaccuracies.” The second of the
opening verses is defective in its metre.” There is no salutatory verse
in any of the authentic commentaries of Sankara with the single
exception® of the commentary on the Taitliriya Upanisad which has
three such &lokas, but these, too, can hardly be considered as genuine.
Following the example of ancient teachers Sankara generally plunges
at once into his subject without making salutation to any deity, not

3 1. 8 (Anandidrama Press, 3vd ed., p. 30).

+99 9 W'("l'ﬂ‘ﬂﬂmﬂ VATAT AT |—(Comm. on Brhadaranyaka Up., 1. 4. 10
(Anandiframa Press, 1891, p. 167); fafgags arda Rlil"l‘ﬂ WAEAAT |—Comm. on la
Up., ? (AngndAérama Press, 1912, p. 7).

s war 9 gEEEABE aZ0H, Brahmasitra, L 4 14; 990 | IaeEREfa-
fgr1=a:. Ihid, 11. 1.9

8 The roading AFATATAE cnnnot be defended. One mnay read here HAZWMN,
but in that enes the metre hreaks down, AT may, however, bo right  But. the
wso of AAR js grammaticeally not admissable the correct form being anwifa.

1 The first three lines of the stanza are in Mandakrintd metre while the last one is
in Sragdharda. Such mixture is not allowable.

3 Vivekaciidamani and other minor works which are generally ascribed to 8ankara
are not here taken into consideration. For they have not yet been critically examined
and it has not been conclusively proved that €ankara was the author of them all. Nor
can it be nscertained that he is the author of the commentary on the Visnusahasranima
or Sanatsujdtiya, or at any rate of the salntatory verses in the heginning of these.



104 SANKARA’S COMMENTARIES ON THE UPANISADS,

nven to Brahman or Paramatman. The commentaries of the Brhad-
arapyaka and Katha are opened with salutation to the ancient teachers
or Risis by whom the Brahmavidya has been handed down, but even
these have the appearance of being interpolations. The printed books
or the manuscripts which bear these texts cannot be fully relied upon.
When compared with the other colophons of Sankara’s works it will at
once become evident that these could not be from his hand. He him-
self would never inscribe his name in his own work as yta<a ufcarsmai-
ar&uwm_m_a: #@t. These colophons were certainly added to the
genuine ones by later hands, as for instance, in the commentaries of
the Brhadaranyaka and Chandogya.

It must also be taken into serious consideration that Sankara has
nowhere quoted Mandiikya, even where it could serve his purpose, as
for instance, in connection with the commentary on the passage,
sigix eig gay in the Chandogya, 11. 23. 3 which entirely corres-
ponds to gadrgic T of the Mandikya 1. Had Sankara been the real
author of the present commentary of the Manditkya Upanisad he could
not have helped referring to it in his Chandogya commentary.

The first Adhyaya of the Chandogya is professedly an explanation
(Susrgrg) of sgrc. Had there been before Sankara any other
text dealing with the same subject* he would naturally have made use
of it. Bubinall probability the Mandakya itself was not written before
or even in the time of Sankara, This point has further been discussed
in my forthcoming volume on the Agamasastra of Gawdapada

In the introductory part of the commentary of the Mandakya
there occurs a line as follows: Tumama TwfAzwt @mar aar " Fw@F"
qied gagTsiawd @ear. In Vedanta and specially in Sankara’s philo-
sophy =ian is ga=sy O wra=g=d and never i@, Sankara would
certainly have expressed the same thought by some other word. Simi-
larly the explanation of the word aazmmmg in the Karika 1. 10, as

¥ For, it is well known that Manddikya deals with "i‘?ll, beginning with ifuma-
zmfaz B aRiOEEE. . .. and ending in TAETFIC WAA SfanR@mamE 7 04
iz, 7 wd qg |

10 T'his @97 (or 'fT?W with MSS. 9, ¥, 31, Z of the Ananda$rama ed. 1011} is super-
fluious and cannot have been used by Sankara.  But in justico to its author it should be
Stated that the word @HT is actually not to bo found in the original reading of the passage

which has been entirely quoted in the commentary of the Nrisimhapiirvatipaniya
Upanicad ascribed also to Sankara. See p. 3, Anandaérama ed.
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sInAsafrgwamrg a8 given in the commentary could never eman-
ate from Sankara. And, again, it is utterly strange for Sankara to
define his yrargaw as beyond the four points, viz. g ¢ existant,” =wq
‘ non-existant,” gzmg ‘existant and non-existant’ and ggzgqg ‘ neither
existant nor non-existant.” The Mandiakya commentary (i.e the com-
mentary on both the Mandikya Upanisad and the Karikas on it by
Gaudapada) betrays such crudeness of thought and expression in its
author that he could never be identified with the great Sankaracarya.
Detailed discussion will be found in my Agamasastra of Gaudapada
referred to above. The mere fact of Sankara’s name being in the
colophons of different works must not lead us to assume their common
authorship. For certainly there were more than one Sankaracarya who
were writers of Vedantic works. It appears to me to be certain that
the author of the Mandiakya commentary is different not only from
the celebrated commentator of the Brahkmasiitras but also from the
commentator of the Nrsimhapirvatapaniya Upanisad. The following
are some of the reasons for this assertion.

There are numerous passages'' common to both these works with-
out any acknowledgement of debt in either of them. And yet it is not
at all difficult to discover that it was the commentator of the Nrisimha
who quoted from that of the Manditkya and not vice versa. The
grounds hereof are given below.

The introduction '* contained in these two commentaries, almost
identical in both of them, appears to be more relevant to the Manpdikya
than to the Nysisha. Certainly any attempt at explanation was need-
less such as was offered by the commentator of the Nysimha for stat~
ing (irst the gwm= * relation,” wfiusy  subject,” and ggm1a * object’ of no

(i) &9 gadgclme: L. .. uzw <fW EWENE TigwEi— Mand., pp. 9-14=

Nr., pp. 44-45 (AnandAdrama ed. 1900 and 1896 respectively).

(iiy 74 f5 @=smiaw: . YA q8T 93 |—Mand., p. 24=Ny., p. 48,

(i w9 wwna wanafa . gmamd G e v fA 3301 Mand., pp. 27-30
=Ny, pp. 18-40,

Sce al:o the beginnings of both tho commentaries.

12 FLAFICATIYATAL IFCTILA. . .. 9A TA F 998 Ay griwaifa an-
aifw | 7.9 g 3= saafudaensafa argiv wfgasfa | aufe ssoanfeer-
gar gRgar amafa n Aand., p. 5.

And "AeT gungEafaygenaarta @ amaifa) arga g vefammemafinyrasio-
aifa aa sufaaganfaangar 999t agofa ) Ny, p. 3.
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other work but the Upanigsad under discussion. Nor is the author’s
use of the word wsum: “briefly’ at all appropriate; while, on the
contrary, in the Manditkya commentary it really serves some impor-
tant purpose. The Mandiakya commentary nowhere mentions the
name of the Nypsishha, but on the other hand, the Nysithha comment-
ary not only makes mention '* of the Manpditkya Upanisad but also at-
tempts to harmonise !* its own views with those expressed in its com-
mentary.  Sometimes it gives a meaning quite different from that
given in the Mandikya commentary and offers the reason thereof.'s
If both the commentaries had been by the same author, the Nysishha
or its commentary would also have been referred to in the comment-
ary of the Mandiikya. But the fact is otherwise.

Moreover, it appears from the commentary of the Nysimha that
its author has taken the Karikas of Gaudapada as a part of the original
text of the Mandikya and not as a separate work based on the latter
as it is generally known. In this it differs in all appearance from the
author of the Mandikya commentary. The following lines from the
commentary of the Nrsimha (p. 48) in the course of discnssing some
readings of both the Upanisads deserve to be quoted in this connexion :

Wy IS AT IE T wiwe At zdv nw, vafemmuaty
q ar frgr edtw wieg |

« After this in the Mdndakye on the very subject mentioned above, first
some slokas are read and then the ﬁa’«T 91Z ; but here in the Tapaniya the
g7 91Z is read omitting them (i.e. the élokas).’

These slokas are nothing but Gaudapada’s Karikas beginning with
sfmsi fagfas: .
et wafm, on this (subject) here are these (following) §lokas (Mand.,
pp. 25, 46, 57, 61) introducing the Karikas are wrongly taken by the

. (1), ete. It seems that the short sentences %33

author of the Nrsimha commentary as forming the parts of the origi-
nal Upanigad.””  But it can casily be proved that the introductory
sentences alluded to are really composed hy the author of the Karikas,

13 Ny, comm., p. 46, fonr times: ». 48, once.
18 Ny. comm., p. 46: A= warmFfa .. . arewiefqugamataagen aEg )
-~ <
and ai T9r1 Wf‘rf\ﬂ FAPAYTIAYTT .. ., ATFHIEH | See nlso the matter dealt

with below.

45'5 Seo the explanation of the words §HI¥ and vawfanfaga, dand., p. 14; Ny,
p. 45. 4 k

18 This question has been discussed more elaborately in my forthcoming work on the
Agamasastra of Gaudapada.

SANKARA'S COMMENTARIES ON THE UPANISADS. 107

i.e. Gaudapada or by some other person. It may be noted here that
some of the MSS." of the commentary or its tika introduce the sen-
tences saying ww aifqmsw simyq. The Vartikakara mentioned here
is no other than Gaudapada.

The Nysimmha belongs to later Upanisads and is a Tantric one
mixed with Vedantic views. The author of its commentary is also the
aunthor of a Tantric book, Prapaficigamasastra, or Prapafcasara, as he
himself styles it in (uoting it frequently in the former work, where he
clearly states that it is his own writing” This Prapaicasira is still
extant and its different editions are also available. Not less than six
verses of this work have been quoted in the Nysimha commentary and
they have all been traced and found in the former."” The Nysiiha
commentary has a strong flavour of Tantricism in it which is never
found in the commentary of the Mandikya.

1 shall show later on how defective is the commentator of the
Nrsimha in his knowledge of grammar, though the commentator of
the Mandakya is not very far removed from him in this respect. But
yet in the depth of ignorance in grammar the commentator of the
Nrisimiha easily takes the first place. For not only he makes mistakes
himself, but he also fails to detect them in others. As an instance, the
following line which occurs in both the commentaries under review
may be quoted: wrmr weard: §q wufy femwae ) The word wrag
is neuter and can never be used in the masculine. The commentator
of the N7simha has blindly quoted it and, as I am going to show, this
is not unusual with him.

In language and in style the two commentaries are different and
by far the superior one in this respect is the Manpdikya commentary.
In the commentary of the Nrsimha the interpretations of the passages

17 Viz. @, 7, 8 of the Anandd‘rama ed.
'3 Seo Ny., pp- 30. 33, 35, 37, 51 and 61.
v (i) Np., p. 30, wzq Eﬁﬂma”‘[. . = Prapa., (Vanivilis Presa) p. 64, VI. 7.
(ii) Nr., p. 33, gFaAfmsEA. . = Prapa., p. 64. VL. 8.
(iii) N7., p 35, formr &9 9gfiaq. . = prapa., 64, VL 0.
(iv) Nr., p. 37, FIGIY SAMIZ. . = Prapa., 64, VL. 10,
(v) Nr., p. 51, HIZIH ATRAR:. . = Prapa., p. 417, XXVIIIL. 7. 9.
(vi) Nr., p. 61, FGT19fXR Y14 . = Prapa., p. 64, VL. 12,
It i3 to bo noted that as regards readings there is =ome difference between the works.
0 Mand. p. 9, and Nygi. p. 9.
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common to both the Upanisads are too forced and far-fetched while in
the former they are not so.

[ have already alluded to the defective grammar in the comment-
ary of the Nysimha Upanisad, to prove which let me give a list of
words used by the author which are grammatically wrong.  These
words are taken from the Prapaiicasara, another work by the author of
the Nysimha commentary, as we have seen above.

(1) 3%?[ (for IABIATY which, too, is used, XVIII. 6) VII. 62, 66;

XVIIL. 5; XVIIIL 5, 19."

(2) Ot&T (for wtw) XVIL 11, 12; XIX. 10, 11,

(3) atglaaET (for Ay, XVII. 14) XVII. 13,

(4) d@r=q (for HaK7) XVIIL. 30.

(5) sTaYsuiAEYT (for syt sruY) XVII. 33,

(6) | (for wl7) XVII. 38.

(7) ®AFS @ (for AT a7) X XXIII, 62,

(8) f=tax (for fagtamra) XVIIL. 4.

(9) =A% (for WITHT) XX. 46.

(10) fasrsiq (tor famm=#TA) X. 8.

(11) fa=arq (for M3 or Mz1R) VIL. 14
(12) stang (for stug) VIIL 20.

(13) wfaste (for afa=ta) 1L 5.

(14) s=arfa? (for A=A17) L. 20.

(15) stm? (for @3w) VII. 64, 65,

(16) srawtfafy (for “wifady) XX. 44,
(17) gmavaEfa (for “®at) XX. 141

As regards efficiency in the use of metres the author of the Prapan-
casara cannot be commended. He can hardly manipulate ceesura or
pause (=fa) in his metres, especially in longer ones, such as Sardilavi-
kridita, Sragdhara, etc. His Aryas are also often defective going
against the rules laid down for them ?*

Thus it may be safely coneluded that the great Sankara must not
be held responsible for the Nysimha Upanisad commentary and the

2! This word which shows a Prakritism is found employed also in many Tantric
works.

2 Cf. | (for AWZH) referred to above,
23 Indicating Prakritic influence
* Bee 1V. (8, 69, 72; VII 79, 83.
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Prapaficagamasasira or Prapadicasira. It has also beenshown that the
commentators of the Mandiikya and Nrsishha Upanisads are different
persons and the commentator of the Manditkya cannot be our Sﬁg-
karacarya.

In support of the view that the commentaries on the Mandikya
and Nysimha Upanisads were written by the same person, the follow-
ing lines may be quoted from the Nrisisnha commentary :—

(i) a=4... Frwgd wrgrafragguatarat (Mand., p. 14)
FrETaw, AuTA1f0 FWE AT | Ny, p. 46.
(i) 9 am...m@ﬁ (pp. 17-18)... FJT=EA, qaTnle sreqr-
a1 Tbid.

Here it may be argued that the subject of both the verbs armgrag
and g in the first extract, and srgrag and argrrarg in the second
is one and the same, and it refers to the commentator himself ; thus
proving that the authors of the two commentaries are identical. But
at the same time it presents no difficulty whatever in construing the
verbs @mraq and agraA (or A as in the second passage) also
with different nominatives or subjects. And in that case the sense of
the sentence becomes as follows: ‘““ Why do you not explain the passage
in the way in which it has been explained by one (i.e. the commentator
of the Mandikya) in the Mandiakya?” Tn face of the evidence
against the identity of the two authors no other interpretation of the
passages can reasonahly be accepted.

The sentence, afmafs fFra wrsdzmgaramast fm za (Nr., p. 48),
cannot refer to the Manlitkys commentary where there is no variation
of readings, but it must refer to the Nrsimhe commentary where we
actually see the various readings only a few pages earlier (p. 46).

Tt follows, therefore, from what we have stated above that there
are at least three different anthors of the Upanisnd commentaries who
are all known by the name of Sankara: first and foremost, the com-
mentator of the Brahmasiitras, Chiandogya, Brhadiaranyaka, GQila, ete.,
second, the author of the Mindikya commentary, and the third, the
commentator of the Nysimhapiirvatipiniya U panisad.

Though it has been proved that the authors of the Fakyabhasya of
the Kena Upanisad and the commentary of the Svetisvatara are differ-
ent from the great Sankara, I am not yet in a position to say whether
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.‘they-la're one person or whether they may be identified with either of
the commentators of the Mandikya or Nrsimhapirvatapaniya Upani-
sads. ) i

INTRODUCTION OF THE ALPHABET INTO TIBET.

‘MAHAMAROPADHYAYA DR. SATISHOHANDRA VIDYABHUSHAYA,
Principal, Sanskrit College, Calcutta.!

The Tibetan alphabet cousists of thirty letters as follows :— -

’T]' " a c

ka kha ga na
6' &. El . ?.
cha chha ja nya
i) q a) §
ta tha da na
2y K qr &
pa pha ba ma
tsa tsha dsa wa
@- E- q. N-
zha za ha ya
< ar q g
ra la sha 2
5 &
h’a &

These letters are traditionally known to have been introduced into
Tibet by Sron-btsan-sgam-po, from Magadha, in the 7th century A.D.
Put some scholars doubt

(1) that India could have been the place of origin of the Tibetan
alphabet ; and

I This was probably the last article written by the talented author, ahout a fort-
night before his lamented and unexpected death in April 1920.—I.J.8 T.




