VIII

NOTES BY HARINATH DE, M.A.

I. PANINI AND BUDDHAGHOSA.

In the VisuppHIMAGGO (p. 428 of the Burmese edition,
¢ Indriyasaccaniddeso’) we read :

‘Ko pana nesam indriyattho naméiti, Indalingattho
indriyattho. Indadésitattho indriyattho. Indaditthattho
indriyattho. Indasitthattho indriyattho. Indajutthattho
indriyattho. So sabbo’pi idha yathayogam yujjati. Bha-
gava hi sammasambuddho paramissariyabhavato indo.
Kusalakusalam ca kammam. Kammesu kassaci issariya-
bhavato. Tenevattha kammasanjanitani tava indriyani
kusaldkusalakammam ullingenti. Tena ca sitthaniti inda-
lingatthena indasittatthena ca indriyani. Sabbinevapane-
tani Bhagavata yathabhitato pakisitini ahhisambuddhani
cd’ti indadesitatthena indaditthatthena ca indriyani.
Teneva Bhagavatd munindena kanici gocarasevaniya kanici

Buddhaghosa goes on to add :

“Api ca Adhipaccasankhétena issariyatthenipi étini
indriyani.  Cakkhuvififanidippavattiyamhi cakkhadinam
siddhaw adhipaccam. Tasmim tikkhetikkhattd mande
mandattidti. Ayam tav’ ettha atthato vinicchayo.’

These explanations of indriya are evidently a reminiscence
of Panini, v. 2, 93.

“Indriyam indralingam indradrstam indrasrstan indra-
justam indradattam iti va,” which sutra is thus translated
by Bohtlingk: ¢ Indriya” bedeutet ‘“Indra’s Glied”
“Von Indra gesehen’ ‘Von Indra geschaffen” *Von

Indra erwiinscht” oder ‘‘ Von Indra gesehen.”’
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This shows conclusively that Panini the grammarian
lived before Buddhaghosa, and that those who, like
Professor Pischel, maintain that he lived in the sixth or
seventh century A.p. are wrong.

The first historical mention of Panini, I think, occurred in
a copper-plate grant of the seventh century a.p., which
was edited, I think, by my distinguished countryman,
Professor Ram Krishna Gopal Bhandarkar in the first
volume of the Indian Antiquary.

II. A NOTE ON THE WORD ‘LANKARO.

In the Sila@nisamsae jataka (Fausboll, 11. 112) occurs the
phrase, ¢ sovannpamayo lafikaro.

In Vol. IIL. of the Cambridge University Press translation
of the Jatakas, Mr. Rouse, the translator, omits the phrase
altogether, and adds the following note :

¢ Lakaro or lankaro : 1 do not know what the word means.
Professor Cowell suggests ‘‘ anchor,” the modern Persian
for which is langar (54).°

With all respect to the memory of my dear and revered
teacher, Professor Cowell, at whose feet I learnt the
elements of the Pali language, I venture to suggest that
the word means ‘ a sail.’” My authority for this significa-
tion is a passage from Buddhaghosa’s Visuddhimagga
(p. 110 of the Burmese edition Pathavikasinaniddeso) :

‘ Yathé ca accheko niyamako balavavate lankdvam purento
navam videsam pakkhandapefi. Aparo accheko mandavate
lankdram oropento navam tattheva thapeti. Cheko pana
mandavate lankdram puretva balavavate addhalankiram
puretva sotthina icchitathanam papunati.’

III. A NOTE ON A PASSAGE IN PRATJNAKARAMATI'S
COMMENTARY ON SANTIDEVA’S BODHICARY-
AVATARA.

(1-4. “Kshana-sampad iyam sudurlabha pratilabdha
purusharthasadhani,’ ete.)

Prajfiakaramati’s commentary on the passage referred to
above runs as follows:
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‘ Ashtakshana-vinirmuktasya kshanasya sampattih sama-
grata. Iyam sudurlabha. Sushtu duhkhena labhyat’ iti
kathaficit prapya.

¢ Maharnava-yuga-cchidra-kurma-griv@rpanopamda.’

On this last simile Professor Louis de la Vallée Poussin
cites Kern’s Saddharmapundarika (p. 428) :

“As the entering of the tortoise’s neck into the hole
of the yoke formed by the great ocean,” and the note
thereof, ‘I am as unable to elucidate this comparison as
Burnouf was . . /—‘It is as unlikely to happen as if a
tortoise should put its neck into a hole opening every yuga
in the world’s ocean.’

This simile is thrice referred to in Pali books. For
instance, we read in the Therigatha 500 (No. 73. ¢ The
Gathas of Sumedha’) :

¢ Sara kanakacchapam pubbe samudde aparato ca yugac-
chidam.
Siram tassa ca patimukkam manussalabhamhi opammam.’

Again, compare Buddhaghosa’s Atthasalini (Dr. E. Muller’s
edition, p. 60, § 191) :

‘Yo pan’ esa atthahi akkhanehi parivajjito (correct
Muller's “ parivattito ”’) navamo khano patirupadesavaga-
diko ca catucakkasankhato okasatthena khano vutto so
manussatta-buddhuppada-saddhammathiti-adikam (correct
Muller’s ¢ Sammaditthiddikam ’) khanasamaggim vina
natthi. Manussattadinaii ca kanakacchapopamadihi (correct
Muller’s ¢ Kacchopamadihi ”) dullabhabhavo iti khanassa
dullabhatta sutthutaram khaniyattam lokuttaradhamma-
nam upakarabhutam kusalam dullabhavam eva. Evam
etesu khanasankhato samayo kusaluppattiya dullabha-
bhavam dipeti.’

The above passage throws considerable light on the
extract quoted from the commentary on Bodhicaryavatara.
The original passage in which the comparison first occurs
is to be found in the Balopanditasuttam in Majjhima
Nikaya (No. 129, p. 169 of vol. iii. of Mr. Chalmers’s
edition, =8. v. 455) :
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‘ Seyyathapi puriso, bhikkhave, ekacchigalam yugam
samudde pakkhipeyya, tam enam puratthimo vato pacchi-
mena samhareyya, pacchimo vito puratthimena samhareyya,
uttaro vato dakkhinena samhareyya dakkhino vato uttarena
samhareyya ; tatr’ assa kano kacchapo; so vassasatassa
accayena sakim ummujjeya.—Tam kim mafifiatha, bhik-
khave? Api nu so kano kacchapo amukasmim ekacchigale
yuge givam paveseyyati?’ ¢Yadi nuna, bhante, kadaci
karhaci dighassa addhuno aceayenati.’

‘ Khippataram kho so, bhikkhave, kano kacchapo amukas-
mim ekacchiggale yuge givam paveseyya, tato dullabhata-
raham, bhikkhave, manusattam vadami sakim vinipataga-
tena balena.’



