- THE

JOURNAL

OF
ORIENTAL RESEARCH
. MADRAS
1929 N g 1929

FAa a1 sifasag

‘MADRAS
PRINTED AT THE MADRAS LAW JOURNAL PRESS, MYLAPORE

1930

4



i CONTENTS.

Definition of Poetry or Kivya—Pandit D. T, Tatacharya Siro-
mani, M.O.L. ... .+
/ The Present Kaliyuga—T. V. Srinivasa Aiyangar, B.A,) B.L. ...
Pandita Ghanadyama—A Poet-minister of King Tukkoji (Tulaja I)
of Tanjore—V. A. Ramaswami Sastri, B.A. (Hons.)
Dravidic Notes—L. V. Ramaswamy Iyer, M.A, B.L.:—
(1) Dravidic Etymologies .
(2) One and Three in Dravidian
Miscellaneous Notes :—
(1) Colavarhéavalicaritram—Professor P. P. 8. Sastri, B.A.
(Oxon.), M.A. (Madras). ...
(2) A Note on Vaitandikd and Avyapadedya—R. Nagaraja
Sarma, M.A., L.T.
(3) Ramabhyudaya—R. Ramamurti, M.A.
(4) Ghantaka—R. Ramamurti, M.A.
Editorial :—
The Change in the Form of Tamil Words through Metanalysis
and Confusion of Script—P. S. Subrahmanya Sastri, M.A,,
L.T. .
The works of Prabhikara—T. R. Chintamani, M.A.
V/ Studies in the Imagery of the Rimayana—Professor K. A. Subrah-
manya lyer, M.A.
¢« Professor Srinivasachari’s ¢ Raminuja’s Idea of the Finite Self”
An Examination of chapter I’ : A Reply—G. K. Rangaswami
Aiyangar, M.A. ... e
<‘/Stuglies in the Upanisads—Srimati O. K. Anantalakshmi Ammal,
. M.A.
Definition of Poetry or Kavya—Pandit D. T. Tatacharya Siro-
R mani, M.O.L.
\/Kilidisa and his Philosophy of Love—K. Balasubrahmanya lyer,
B.A., B.L.

A Note on the 102nd stanza of Purananiru—P, S Subrahman.y.:;. ’

Sastri, M.A,, L.T.

Reviews and Notices of Books

Supplement: —

Vinavasavadattam ves

Tolkappiyam cee oo .

Madhyamakavatara of Candrakirti, Chapter VI. Rendered into
€ Sansgkrit from the Tibetan version—N. Aiyaswa‘mi Sastri. ...

Page.

199
225

244
253

256
261
268

273
274

276
283

292

302
310
330
249

361
363

9-16
31-62

1-8

RAVANA-BHASYA

BY
MAHAMAHOPADHYAYA VIDYAVACASPATI S. KUuPPUSWAMI
' SASTRI, M. A, L. E. S,,
Professor of Sanskrit and Comparative Philology,
Presidency College, Madras.

There is a tradition that a commentary called Ravana-
Bhagsya on Kanada's Vaidesika siitras was written by an ancient
" ‘philosopher cailed Rivana and that this work preceded the
-« famous commentary by Prasastapada on the same siitras, which
"@,,f_has been preserved under the name Paddrtha-dharma-satigraha
" and generally accepted as one of the most important basic works

of the Vaigesika system. The tradition about Rivana-Bhasya is
supported by certain references which ought to carry considera-
ble weight with all discerning critics,

In his commentary called Kiranavali, on -Pra$astapada’s
Padartha-dharma-sangraha, Udayanicdrya (circa 984 A. D.)
annotates the phrase Padartha-dharma-satigraha as follows :—

“qariiage 3 eyt s S S -
& | @ T T BRTIRERSE gy, T ARy
T G agT FE §R GRS ; § SESIAE ; SROgH:

ngﬁaﬁaaaﬁ,émaaa W?m: ;F@S 3@-:'

WA, WA T (e, SR e |

Benares Sanskrit Series, Kiranavali, page, 5.
Padmanabhamiéra, who flourished in the latter part of the 16th
century, has the following note in his Kiranavali-Bhaskara, 2
commentary on Udayana’s Kiranavali, with reference to the con-
cluding part of the extract given above.

grFROTFITRIEATERA 8 € 17

Padmanibhamiéra is an authority on the Nyiya and Vaisesika
systems, who cannot be easily brushed aside. According to him
and according to Udayana’s Kiranivali as interpreted by him,
Pradastapada should be understood to have presupposed Ravana’s

-
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Bhisya which was too big and extensive to be controlled by
ordinary readers, and should therefore be taken to have designed
his own work as a comprehensive treatise of an epitomical type
(sangraha), though Udayana, Sridhara and later exponents of the
Vaidesika system would unhesitatingly -apply the designation—
Bhasya—to Praastapida’s work as well, chiefly, perhaps, in
view of Pradastapada’s rank as a 74, ‘

Sri Sathkaricirya, in his Bhasya on 2-2-11 of the Brahma-
stitras, makes the following statements in the course of his
exposition of Paramanu-Karana-vada :—

‘ot ¥ A TGEARN, A G gToTRgAEf
FERIAATATE, | Ao § TRl Sl A,

TGFE FEARHAT AT, | FaY &9: e G5

A FAEHI SN 1 A FIFATCI T G AR (1”7

With reference to the first sentence in the above extract, "=»Ratna'-ff«7v; .

prabha has the following note — :

&q: s A sfifermEEm o qEoEfia W e d

Rt RmeEie. wrafrg: 1"

In the course of his e}ipbsition of the Vaidesika doctrine,
Sarhkara relies upon Kandda’s siitras and Pradastapada’s Bhisya.
As the author of the Prakatartha-vivarana rightly points out,
Sathkara seems to utilise also the theories of older Vaidesikas like
Ravana. The first sentence in the above extract from Sarnkara’s

-Bhasya would present an.insuperable difficulty, if one should
-proceed to interpret it in the light of what PraSastapada has said
about the formation of dvyanukas, tryanukas and caturanukas
from paramanus. According to Prasastapada, Udayana, Sri-
dhara and all the later VaiSesikas, two paramanus or atoms
combine to form a binary product (dvyannka); three dvyanukas
or anus combine to form a ternary product (iryanuka) ; and four
tryanukas or lrufis combine to form a quaternary product

1. The passage in the Prakatartha runs as follows :-—

IRATATIERY AERTETSNAT, SRR e TR
We—I 3 3f | @ R—wmiiy a3 @R “aggeeat pEuERTEREey
F THEAYCTAN T TSGR 3.

- P. 278 of the Madras Manuscript c;f the Prakatartha

~
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(caturanuka). According to the VaiSesika authorities, it is only
in this way that the difference in the parimana or size of a dvya-
#uka and a tryanuka may be accounted for, though the size in
both of these cases is the result of the saikhya of the component
parts. Sariikara, however, says that two dvyanukas form the
component parts of a caturanuka. This remark is not consistent
with the atomic theory as set forth by I’rasastapida and his
followers. . Vacaspatimisra, in his Bhamati, seeks to forcibly
dragoon Sarhkara’s text into Prasastapada’s mould, by suggest-
ing an emendation to the effect that ¢¢ qqn'?:[ T m%; 23 in the

text of Sarhkara quoted above ought to be read as ¢¢ TR 7

§q9%”’. The alternative explanation which Vacaspatimiéra

, . suggests in his Bhamati on the text of Sarhkara under conside-

Tation is in no sense less strained than the emendation referred

W"':to.." ‘Vacaspatimiéra must have reconciled himself to the idea of
~ "doing so much violence to Sariikara’s text ;
- either because he was not familiar with t

n this connection,

ol ) he views of earlier
VaiSesikas like Ravana or because he deliberately sought to

- .ignore those views perhaps for the reason that he considered

them quite untenable. It is difficult to accept the former of these

“two alternatives, having due regard to the fact that Vacaspati-

- miéra was a polymathic philosopher of encyclopaedic know-

ledge. What Ratnaprabhi has said in explaining of the text
of Sarikara under consideration has been verified by me
and found correct, after consulting the manuscript of the Praka-
tartha-vivarana, which was acquired by me several years ago for
the Govt. Oriental Manuscripts Library, Madras, through a
peripatetic party working under me. It may be useful to note."
hf:re that the author of the commentary called Prakatirtha-
vivarapa on Sarhkara’s Brahmasﬁtra—Bhé§ya, generally maintains
the view of Sure$vara and Praki$itman and differs f{rom
Mandana and Vacaspatimiéra, not hesitating to expose, wherever
possible, the weak points in Vacaspati’s Bhimati, The tradition
regarding Ravana’s Bhasya on the VaiSesika siitras, which the
author of the Prakatirtha-vivarana relies upon, must be fairly
earlier than the 13th century A. D., when Anandagiri who used
the Prakatartha-vivarana in one of his works, flourished,!

_ L .Vz'de page xiv of the late Mr. Tripathi's introduction to
Anandagiri’s Tarkasangraha published as No, iii of the Gaekward’s
oOrienta.]_Series. o
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An interesting confirmation of the tradition about Ravana-
Bhisya comes from a rather unexpected quarter. In the latter
part of the somewhat lengthy viskambha of the fifth act of the
Anargharaghava, the following passage deserves attention :—

[FAoe—qahe:]
wdy A w0l FRFHSLOET: TETA: T |
A g2 3 ge fBal | |
[eraa:]
A A JEEE, FCIEIERNEEd d g gEHRd
FPITREARTRE | TR SERUIESR G |

O AT, () |
GrA—gRET)
al: AV, GAREE: e ; A AN SHQHETAR! T

R 1 -
(Anargharaghava, Nirnayasagar Edition, page, 161.)
With reference to the above extract, Rucipatyupadhyéaya has
the following note :(— '
QU QEIUEEAE, | I RN, HEQ
o e AR | @ W UM TG BOAl JEE | wR
< T8 wad Rivrde @t o Far |17

It may be inferred from the above extract that the tradition
about Ravana-Bhasya on the VaiSesika-siitras must be much
earlier than the Anargharaghava and that this Bhasya might

have been known by the designation of Katandi or Kan-

dali. If the latter of these two names should be correct,
&ridhara’s Kandali a commentary on Prasastapada’s Bhasya,
should be taken to have borrowed the name that was given to
Ravana-Bhisya. It would scarcely be difficult to see that, in
the days of Murdri, the tradition about Ravapa-Bhagya must
have become sufticiently old to admit of that VaiSesika work
being ascribed to the notorious Pratinayaka of the Ramayana,
in the same mytho-poetic vein that is responsible for the author
of the Nyayasiitras being equated with the saintly husband of
Ahalya, From the reference to Murari, the dramatist, in verse
67 of canto 38 of the Haravijaya by Ratnakara, ‘a Kashmirian
poet belongingto the middle of the 9th century A. D, it may be
made out that the author of the Anarghardghava should be
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assigned to a date not later than that of Ratndkara. These
evidences might well support the belief that Ravana-Bhasya
on the Vaidesika-siitras might have been earlier than Pra$asta-
pida’s Padartha-dharma-sangraha. It would be thus quite
reasonable to suggest that Pragastapada did not proceed to write

k‘ a Bhasya in the usual style but wrote only an epitomical treatise,

perhaps because he felt the pre-existing Ravana-Bhasya would
render another Vaifesika-Bhasya superfluous. Though the.fact
that there was a Vaiesika-Bhasya ascribed to Ravana can no
longer be doubted, still the name Katandi occurring in the
Anargharaghava requires further confirmation before it could be
accepted as the original name which Ravana-Bhasya bore.

In this connection, it may not be out of place to invite
attention to the manner in which Buddhist tradition connects the
name of Rivana, the Lord of Lanka, with one of the oldest texts
of the Buddhists, called the Lankavatdra-sitra. The following

quotation is given in the footnote 35 to page 252 of Vol. ii of

Beal’s Buddhist Records of the Western Countries :—*The second
treatise or siitra in the fifth volume of the Mdo is entitled in
Sanskrit ¢ Arya-Laﬁkﬁvatira-mahiyina-sﬁtra ’, a venerable siitra
of high principles on the visiting of Lafika. This was delivered
at the request of the Lord of Lanka by Sakya, when he was in the
city of Lanka on the top of the Malay mountain on the seashore,
together with many priests and Bodhisattvas.” This association,
legendary as it may be, of Ravana’s name with Buddhism and
the similar association of the same name with the oldest VaiSe-
sika-Bhasya may be considered together with the way in which
Pradastapada’s Bhasya came to cotppletely supersede the earlier
Ravana-Bhasya. Such considerations may lend support to the
conjecture that the earlier Ravana-Bhasya was perhaps dominat-
ed by atheistic and pro-Buddhist proclivities, such as might have
been quite in keeping with the text of the VaiSesika satras, and
with the spirit of the tradition characterising the Vaidesikas as
‘ardha-vainddikas, while the work of Pradastapada gave the
Vaidesika system a theistic turn and presented its doctrines in
an anti-Buddhist Astika setting.

When I was at Lahore in November, 1928, in connection with the
Fifth All-India Oriental Conference, I happened to see in the Lalchand
Library there a manuscript of the Rg-Veda-pada-patha attributed to
Ravana. It is not ot present possible to connect the author of this Vedic |
work with the ‘author of the Vaiéesika-Bhasya attributed to Ravana.




